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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine law enforcement officers’ perception
of factors within the workplace that influence transfer of training and their perception of
the organization being a learning organization. The study actually had three parts. First,
it intended to investigate the perception of law enforcement officers regarding factors
within their work environment that influence or impede the transfer of training process
(specifically, organizational support and transfer climate/culture). Second, it intended to
determine the perception of law enforcement officers concerning the promotion of their
organization’s learning practices, learning culture, and the continuous learning
environment at an individual, team, and organizational level (a learning organization).
Lastly, it intended to determine if there was a difference in the perception of law
enforcement officers related to transfer of training and a learning organization utilizing
the variables of rank, posting, gender, years of service, and age.
The participants included law enforcement officers within a Caribbean police
department. The two theories employed as the theoretical framework for this study are
the training transfer process model by Baldwin and Ford (1988) and the Watkins and
Marsick’s (1997) framework of learning organization, the dimensions of learning
organization. Data was collected using qualitative and quantitative methods (focus
groups and a paper and pencil version of the Dimension of Learning Organization – A).
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A pilot study was conducted to establish the integrity of the data collection methods and
evaluate the viability of the focus groups.
The conclusions that emerged from this research indicated that subordinates and
management did not perceive the organization as one that provided support for transfer of
training within the work environment. As it relates to the officers’ perception of their
organization as one that promotes a learning practices and culture, the law enforcement
officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that promoted learning
practices, learning culture, and continuous learning at an individual level (group mean =
3.26 with a standard deviation of 0.91). As it relates to the team or group level, the law
enforcement officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that promoted
learning practices, learning culture, and continuous learning (group mean = 3.10 with a
standard deviation of 1.12). As it relates to the organizational level, the law enforcement
officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that promoted learning
practices, learning culture, and continuous learning at an organizational level (group
mean = 3.40 with a standard deviation of 1.07). However, this does not mean that the
officer’s individual scores were in this range.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Training is an integral component to the development of any organization.
Throughout the world, thousands of companies spend billions of dollars annually on
training initiatives for their workforce (Hodgetts & Luthans, 2003). However, training in
the workplace is useless if it cannot be transferred to the work environment and thus
enhance overall organizational growth, employee performance, and development. Broad
and Newstrom (1992) believed that most investments in training and development are
wasteful because the knowledge and skills gained in training are not fully applied on the
job. There are only a few organizations that possess training programs that effectively
transfer training received by its employees to the work environment and on-the-job
performance (Holton & Baldwin, 2000). Law enforcement is no exception to this
phenomenon and invests extensively in training. However, emphasis is not often placed
on whether or not the training is actually transferred.
Policing is one of the most complex legal and social jobs within any society.
Such complexities can be proliferated depending upon a country’s demographics,
intensity of criminal activity, societal laws, cultural differences, training provided, and
ability to transfer knowledge learned in a training environment to the work environment.
The training academy within any law enforcement agency serves as the educational
platform for personal, professional, and academic development of law enforcement
officers (Hunter-Johnson & Closson, 2011). It can be further defined as the entity that
1

provides the formative knowledge and experience for recruits and represents a critical
first step in fielding professional and skilled officers (White, 2008). Within the training
academy, there are basically three major roles. These roles include (a) providing formal
training for new officers inclusive of technical skills and knowledge base, (b) serving as a
mechanism for weeding out those who are either ill prepared or unqualified to become
police officers, and (c) serving as a rite of passage that socializes recruits into the police
culture. In addition to these roles, organizational leaders and administrators encourage
that the training provided is reflective of best practices to enhance learning, curriculum
design, educational policies, and instructional techniques compatible with the educational
orientation of their learners. Additionally, it is of equal importance that the concepts,
theories, and practices learned in the training environment are positively transferred to
the workplace. This transference would assist in enhancing employee performance and
organizational growth and productivity.
The term transfer of training and/or training transfer is an important and recurring
theme in Human Resource Development (HRD) and adult education (Holton et al., 2003;
Pedersen & Liu, 2002; Werner & DeSimone, 2009). Transfer of training is defined as the
ability to apply what was learned in training back on the job. The concept of transfer of
training within organizations has begun to serve several purposes: (a) a training
evaluation tool that demonstrates the value of training to an organization with the view of
enhancing employee performance and overall organizational productivity, (b) a training
tool utilized as a method to justify money for training, and (c) a method to determine the
effectiveness of a training program (Garavaglia, 1993). The incorporation of transfer of
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training within an organization is essential when HRD departments plan, budget for, and
implement transfer measures.
The desired transfer of training approach within any organization is positive
transfer (employees’ performance is enhanced). However, this desired training outcome
is not always the result (G. Pratt, personal communication, June 11, 2011). There are
some instances, regardless of the relevancy of the content, the trainee characteristics, and
the instructor’s knowledge, when negative and/or far-training transfer is evident. As a
researcher and an educator, being aware of the multiplicity of factors which may impede
and/or influence positive transfer of knowledge to the work environment is crucial. Such
factors can include, but are not limited to, trainee characteristics, instructional design, and
work environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988), and culture (Lim, 2003).
The researcher’s intention was to examine a law enforcement agency to explore
the officers’ perception of factors that might impede and/or influence transfer of training
coupled with their perception of the organization as promoting learning practices,
learning culture, and a continuous learning environment at an individual, team/group, and
organizational level. Law enforcement, like many other military and semi-military
organizations, has a unique organizational culture which can have a greater influence on
transfer of training, learning practices, and culture compared to other traditional
organizations. As the organizational structure represents a hierarchical structure, there
may be a negative perception of support from managers, supervisors, and peers regarding
transfer of training, application of new learning in the work environment, and perception
of the organization being a learning organization. Law enforcement invests extensively
in training both locally and internationally. This investment of training is often coupled
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with the expectation of promoting an organizational environment and/or culture that
encourages continuous learning. However, although training plays an integral role in a
learning organization, it is not the sole distinguishing feature of a learning organization
(Watkins & Marsick, 1993).
Problem Statement
Law enforcement is not a profession in which transfer of training research has
been conducted. Nor has transfer of training research been conducted in the Caribbean.
This study addressed this research gap on both fronts. As a training facilitator affiliated
for the past nine years with this Caribbean law enforcement agency, there have often
been concerns expressed by training officers regarding supervisors, managers, and peers
who inhibited knowledge learned in the training environment from being applied and/or
transferred to the work environment.
Law enforcement is an essential profession critical to maintaining and ensuring
public safety. To this end, it is incumbent that law enforcement officers receive quality
training and are able to apply the knowledge learned to the work environment with
minimal negative influence from their respective work environment. Baldwin and Ford
(1988) argued that supervisory support and organizational climate are key variables that
may influence the transfer process. Additional scholars support the theory of work
environment as an important component in the transfer of training process (Tannenbaum
& Yukl, 1992). Therefore, it is important that officers within law enforcement perceive
their organizational environment as one that promotes learning practices, learning culture,
and continuous learning.
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Gardiner, Leat, and Sadler-Smith (2001) assert that in general the importance of
learning is primarily attributed to rapid and continuous change in the organization’s
external environment. Nowhere is this truer than in law enforcement. Examples include
both changes in the demands of society on law enforcement officers, which now require a
switch in the role of law enforcement officers from the “watchman style” of policing to
more proactive and community oriented policing; and changes in traditional criminal
activity (minor stealing and house breaking complaints) to more convoluted criminal and
technological activities (money laundering and cyber crime activities). It is essential that
law enforcement agencies learn at the individual, team, and organizational level, because
not to learn can have a negative impact on society as a whole due to the critical role law
enforcement plays within society.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine law enforcement officers’ perception
of factors within the workplace that influence transfer of training and their perception of
the organization being a learning organization. This study actually had three parts. First,
it intended to investigate the perception of law enforcement officers regarding factors
within their work environment that influence or impede the transfer of training process
(specifically organizational support and transfer climate/culture). Second, it intended to
determine the perception of law enforcement officers concerning the promotion of their
organization’s learning practices, learning culture, and the continuous learning
environment at an individual, team, and organizational level (a learning organization).
Lastly, it intended to determine if there was a difference in the perception of law
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enforcement officers related to transfer of training and a learning organization utilizing
the variables of rank, posting, gender, years of service, and age.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. What are officers’ perception of support from managers, supervisors, and peers
for implementing transfer of training in the work environment?
2. What are the perceptions of officers related to transfer of training, organizational
learning practices, and promoting a continuous learning culture at an individual,
team/group, and organizational level?
3. What are the perceptions of officers related to other factors within the work
environment that influence transfer of training?
4. Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization learning practices,
learning culture, and promotion of continuous learning at individual, team/group,
or organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and gender?
Theoretical Framework
This section provides a brief overview of the theoretical framework for this study.
The two theories employed as the theoretical framework for this study are the training
transfer process model by Baldwin and Ford (1988) and the Watkins and Marsick (1997)
framework of learning organization, the dimensions of learning organization.
Transfer of training theorizes factors that influence employees’ application of
what is learned in a training environment to a work environment. Specifically, Baldwin
and Ford’s (1988) training transfer process model theorized that workplace support is one
of three key factors that contribute to successful transfer of training. Workplace support
6

has been conceived as willingness of supervisors and managers to encourage employees
to apply new knowledge to their work. It implies an openness to change. A learning
organization theorizes the extent to which an organization is not only open to, but also
encourages ongoing change through learning at the individual and team level and
ultimately organization-wide. Therefore, Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model helped guide
this study in terms of what elements to examine that contribute to transfer of training,
while Watkins and Marsick’s (1997) dimensions of learning organization model was an
approach of theorizing workplace support for learning.
The Watkins and Marsick (1997) framework of learning organization, the
dimension of learning organization, provided the theoretical lens to examine the types of
behaviors that support (or not) application of knowledge in the workplace. For example,
using the learning organization concept provided a way of depicting not only individual
learning practices but also aspects of organizational culture that may or may not support
employees’ willingness to apply new processes and behaviors in their work.
Although this study incorporates two distinct theoretical frameworks (Baldwin &
Ford, 1988; Watkins & Marsick, 1997), they are directly related. The major
commonality between both theoretical frameworks is that they both focus on perceptions
of support for learning. The Watkins and Marsick model (1997) examines perception of
support for learning at a macro level (individual, team, and organizational level), whereas
the Baldwin and Ford model (1988) would be used to examine support at a micro level
(distinct work environment). For the purpose of this study, the Baldwin and Ford’s
(1988) transfer of training process model was not used in its entirety (trainee
characteristics, training design, and work environment). The portion of the model that
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was used to guide this study related to transfer of training was the work environment
component (support, i.e., supervisory and organizational). Discussions of both
theoretical frameworks are expanded upon in Chapter 2.

Rationale and Significance
There was limited research that explored how organizational support (supervisor,
manager, and peer) and transfer climate as components within the work environment can
influence transfer of training (Tracey, Tannenbaum, & Kavanagh, 1995). Additionally,
there was limited research related to employees’ perceptions of a learning organization.
This research was valuable because (a) it had both theoretical and practical implications
and (b) it attempted to explore how components within the work environment (support
and transfer climate) can influence the transfer of training process.
Second, although there has been some research conducted on the topic of transfer
of training and perception of a learning organization, there was no research that has
focused specifically on law enforcement. Additionally, most of the research conducted
on this specific topic was conducted in the United States. At the beginning of this study,
there was no research on this specific topic conducted in the Caribbean. This study
intended to address the gap of research and practice in the law enforcement profession.
The findings from this study can be beneficial and add to the body of knowledge
regarding transfer of training and the influence of the work environment coupled with
learning organizations in an international context (Caribbean).
Third, the findings can be utilized in law enforcement, military, and semi-military
organizations as an aid in negotiating and educating the importance of support towards
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training which can assist in promoting positive and near-training transfer (learner
applying knowledge learned in training directly to work environment). Additionally, the
research can aid with promoting learning practices, learning cultures, and continuous
learning at an individual, team/group, and organizational level.
Lastly, the findings can also be applied across a vast number of organizations as a
tool that promotes understanding regarding (a) transfer of training in the workplace, (b)
characteristics of work environment as influences on training transfer, (c) better
understanding of the role of management, supervisors and peers, and organizational
climate in relation to training transfer, and (d) learning organizations.
Limitations
The study was two-fold and intended to highlight perceptions related to transfer of
training (the work environment factors that impede or influence) and a learning
organization (the promotion of learning practices, learning cultures and a continuous
learning environment). However, there were a few limitations related to the study. First,
there were many variables within the work environment which may influence the effect
of transfer of training. However, within this study, specific interest was only on one
variable, support.
Second, there have been numerous studies that focus on transfer of training and
perception of a learning organization. However, there were none that focus specifically
on law enforcement and in the Caribbean. Therefore, there was no reference point or
supporting literature on this topic.
Third, although the total population of the organization consisted of 2,500
officers, there were a limited number of officers who could participate in the study.
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Last, the organization consisted of both junior and senior officers. However, as it
related to perception of transfer of training, only junior officers took part in this
component of the study.

Delimitations
The study only focused on one country within the Caribbean as it related to
perceptions of transfer of training and a learning organization.
Assumptions
The researcher made two essential assumptions regarding the study. They were
1. Participants would respond honestly to both the focus group and the
questionnaire.
2. The participants would maintain the confidentiality of what was discussed in the
focus groups.
Definition of Terms
This section includes definition of common terms that are utilized throughout the
study.
Continuous learning environment (culture)--a pattern of shared meanings of perceptions
and expectations by all organizational members that constitute an organizational value or
belief.
Law enforcement--refers to the police agencies or police departments.
Law enforcement officers--refers to officers employed within the police department of all
ranks.
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Learning organization--an organization that promotes continuous learning at an
individual, team, and organizational level with the view of transforming itself.
Managers--officers of the rank of Sergeant.
Peer support--the degree to which peers mutually identify and implement opportunities
to apply knowledge, skills, and abilities learned in training; encourage the use of or
expect the application of new skills; display patience with difficulties associated with
applying new skills; or demonstrate appreciation for the use of new skills.
Posting--the division or departments participants were working. All participants were
sworn police officers.
Professional development course--defined as in-service training courses, fire arms
training courses, detective training courses, and computer training courses.
Rank--a hierarchal rank structure of officers within the law enforcement agency.
Supervisors--officers of the rank of Corporal.
Supervisors support--the extent to which supervisors/managers support and reinforce use
of training on the job.
Support personnel--supervisors, managers, and peers within the law enforcement agency.
Transfer climate--Work environment factors perceived by trainees to encourage or
discourage their use of knowledge, skills, and abilities learned in training on the job.
Work environment--the trainee posting includes temporary and permanent posting.
Organization of Study
This study includes five chapters organized in the following manner. Chapter 1 is
the introduction to the concepts studied which includes the statement of problem,
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statement of purpose, research questions, theoretical framework, rationale and
significance, limitations, definition of terms, and organization of study.
The focus of Chapter 2 is a review of relevant literature to provide a thorough
understanding of law enforcement training, transfer of training, and learning
organizations. The organization of the literature review is divided into four sections.
Section 1 includes definition and purpose of transfer of training and a review of
supporting theories and models. Section 2 focuses on previous research on transfer of
training and transfer of training in law enforcement. Section 3 focuses on learning
organization and encompasses (a) definition of learning organization, (b) learning
organization vs. organizational learning, (c) characteristics of learning organization, (d)
characteristics of organizational learning, (e) factors that impede or enhance learning
organization, (f) factors that impede or enhance organizational learning, (g) learning
organization models and theories, and (h) organization learning and law enforcement.
Section 3 provides a thorough summary of the theoretical framework of the transfer of
training process model (Baldwin & Ford, 1988) and Marsick and Watkins’s (1997)
concept of learning organizations, dimension of learning organization.
Chapter 3 provides a description of the research design, study setting, participants
selection, professional development training, instruments, focus groups, data analysis,
and a description of the pilot study.
Chapter 4 provides an overview of the discussion of the findings of the study
including participant response rate, demographic information analysis, research
questions, findings, and summary.
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Chapter 5 includes a summary, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
for future research.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

The purpose of this study was to determine law enforcement officers’ perception
of factors within the workplace that influence transfer of training and their perception of
the organization being a learning organization. This chapter contains three sections.
Section 1 speaks to literature on law enforcement training and professional development
in law enforcement. Section 2 focuses on transfer of training which includes (a) an
overview of transfer of training, (b) theories and models supporting transfer of training,
(c) Baldwin and Ford’s training transfer process model, and (d) previous research on
work environment influence on transfer of training. Section 3 of the literature review
highlights literature as it relates to learning organizations and includes (a) learning
organizations, (b) theories and models supporting learning organizations, (c) recent
studies on learning organization, and (d) Marsick and Watkins’s dimensions of learning
organization.
Law Enforcement Training and Professional Development
According to G. Pratt (Superintendent of Police, personal communication, June
11, 2011), the day in the life of a police officer is unpredictable and can incorporate a
variety of unexpected duties and responsibilities. Such duties and responsibilities can
include but are not limited to report writing, random traffic stops, addressing domestic
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complaints, criminal investigation, and attending to an array of societal demands. This
variation of unexpected duties and responsibilities is not dependent upon an officer’s
posting but is reflective of societal and organizational expectations and demands. On this
premise, it is incumbent that law enforcement officers are adequately trained to perform
expected and unexpected duties in a professional and proficient manner. To ensure that
officers are equipped with the knowledge, skills, and abilities to perform their duties
effectively, it is crucial that law enforcement officers are able to apply the knowledge
learned in the training environment to the work environment and that their respective
organization is one that promotes learning culture and practices.
Training within law enforcement can be classified into two general categories:
pre-service (recruit training) and post-service training (professional development
training). In the initial training of law enforcement officers during the “watchman style”
policing era 1840s–1900s, officers were recruited in an informal manner and trained in
their responsibilities of a police officer on the job (Chappell, 2008). This on-the-job
training process was usually accomplished by seasoned officers in the field. Since the
“watchman style” policing era, training of police recruits has progressed and reflected
traditional militant practices consistent with traditional police practices regardless of the
subject being taught (Birzer & Tannehill, 2001).
Law enforcement training has evolved since the introduction of the concept of
community-oriented policing. As a result of rapid societal change and the endorsement
of a community-oriented policing approach, there has been a shift in law enforcement
training from an emphasis on technical and procedural skills to a more learner-centered
and problem solving based style. The acceptance of community-oriented policing has
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resulted in a paradigm shift in the role and responsibility of police officers (McCoy,
2006). Law enforcement officers are expected to be equipped with skills such as
effective communication skills, problem solving skills, decision making skills, and good
basic human relation skills. On this premise, it is essential that serving officers receive
professional development training that would prepare them for their new role as a police
officer consistent with the community-oriented approach.
Professional development or in-service training in law enforcement can reflect a
myriad of approaches. However, in-service training should remain a continuously
evolving process due to changes in laws, technology, equipment, and changing
demographics of the population (Etter & Griffin, 2011). In-service training, although
evident in most law enforcement agencies, is not consistent with the courses and/or
subject matter being taught during the training period. In-service training courses can
include an amalgamation of courses such as defensive tactics, firearms training, CPR
training, supervisory/management training, and much more. The in-service training
offered by law enforcement agencies is also dependent upon specific law enforcement
agency needs, organizational goals, and mission. Regardless of the approach, course
content, subject matter, or instructional technique of in-service training, it is vital that the
knowledge learned in the training environment be transferred to the work environment.
Additionally, it is important that law enforcement officers perceive the organization as
one that promotes continuous learning and has a learning culture.
Overview of Transfer of Training
Organizations spend a generous amount of time and money on training with the
view of facilitating employees’ learning of job related competencies (Cascio, 2000; Noe
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et al., 2006; Velada et al., 2007). Dolezalek (2004) asserts that according to Training
Magazine’s ongoing industry report, United States companies spend more than $50
billion annually on formal training. Additionally, the average employer in the United
States spent an average of 2.2% of payroll dollars in 2002 on education and training
(Sugrue, 2003) and in Europe 3.2% of proportion of annual salary (Morrow, 2001).
However, there is no reassurance or initial evidence that there will be a return on this
investment. To this end, as a result of the vast investment in training, it is incumbent
upon organizations to provide sufficient evidence that training efforts are being fully
realized (Cascio, 2000; Dowling & Welch, 2004; Velada et al., 2007). In other words,
organizations need to ensure the knowledge learned in the training environment is
transferred to the work environment with the view to enhance overall job performance.
Transfer of training as affirmed by Baldwin and Ford (1988) “is the degree to
which trainees effectively apply the knowledge, skills and attitudes gained in the training
context to the job” (p. 63). To ensure that the transfer of training is evident, it is essential
that the trainee learn new job-related competencies (Velada & Caetano, 2007). The
ultimate goal of most training programs is that the trainee be able to learn the task, skill,
and/or material being presented. However, it is of equal importance that not only does
learning occur, but also the knowledge retained is transferred to the work environment
with the view of enhancing overall job performance over a specified period of time (Noe
et al., 2006).
Although it is expected that trainees are able to transfer the knowledge learned in
the training environment to the work environment, there is an inconsistency regarding the
exact percentage of knowledge that is applied from the training environment to the work
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environment. According to Baldwin and Ford (1988), about 10% of the training is
transferred from the training environment to the work environment. However, as
research progresses on this topic, there has been an indication of a slight increase in the
range from 10 to 15% of employee training is transferred to the workplace (Broad &
Newstrom, 1992; Burke & Baldwin, 1999; Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudisch,
1995). The study on the amount of knowledge transferred to the work environment
prompted more current research which is conversely different from previous research on
the topic. Saks’s (2002) survey data revealed that 40% of trainees fail to transfer
immediately after training, 70% falter in transfer one year after the training program, and
lastly, only 50% of training investment results in organizational or individual
improvements. Wexley and Latham (2002) also support the theory that a high percentage
of knowledge is transferred to the work environment but is influenced by a time lapse.
They affirm that approximately 40% of knowledge learned in the training environment is
transferred to the work environment immediately after training has occurred. However,
as time progresses, the percentage decreases to 25% after 6 months and 15% after one
year. According to Velada, Caetano, Michel and Kavanagh (2007), this decrease in
percentage as time lapses suggests that “as time passes, trainees may be unable or less
motivated to retain and use the information gained in the training program” (p. 283).
There have been many conflicting theories as to why the inconsistency of transfer
of training to the work environment varies with regard to factors which may influence the
transfer of training. This diversity includes trainee characteristics, training design, and
work environment (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Clark, 2002; Cromwell & Kolb, 2004;
Gumuseli & Ergin, 2002; Velada et al., 2007), organizational culture (Bunch, 2007),

18

locus of control (Rotter, 1996), lack of executive coaching (Oilvero, Bane, & Kopelman,
1997), motivational factors (Mathieu et al., 1992; Williams et al., 1991), opportunities to
provide input into training decision (Baldwin et al., 1991; Clark et al., 1993; Mathieu et
al., 1992), supportive environment transfer climate (Tziner et al., 1991), and personenvironment fit and training transfer (Awoniyi, Griego, & Morgan, 2002).
The transfer of training process can mirror a variety of approaches. Often times,
there is an assumption that it merely is “being able to apply what was learned in a
training environment back to the work environment” (Werner & DeSimone, 2009, p. 38).
However, emphasis is placed on the approach of the transfer of training and whether
completed in a manner beneficial to both the individual and the organization. Five
potential outcomes of transfer of training include (a) positive transfer, (b) zero transfer,
(c) negative transfer, (d) near transfer, and (e) far transfer.
Positive transfer occurs when job performance improves as a result of training
(Werner & DeSimone, 2009). Transfer of training, therefore, is more than a function of
original learning in a program (Atkinson, 1972; Flieshman, 1953). Although Eddy, Glad,
and Wilkins (1967) emphasized that positive transfer is highly contingent on factors in a
trainee’s work environment, empirical evidence is sparse. An example of positive
transfer is a situation where, prior to attending a training course, a law enforcement
officer was unaware of the ingredients to be included in recording a statement or the
correct format for statement taking and was not capable of recording a statement. After
attending a training course in statement taking, the law enforcement officer is now not
only knowledgeable about how to, but is also capable of recording a proper statement,
knowledgeable of the ingredients and/or components of the statement, and
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knowledgeable of the correct format the statement should be recorded in when an official
complaint is filed. Positive transfer is the expected transfer approach desired by Human
Resource Development Specialists. Earlier research in support of a positive work
environment to promote positive transfer was conducted by Baumgartel and Jeanpierre
(1972); Baumgartel et al. (1984); and Baumgartel, Sullivan, and Dunn (1978).
Zero transfer occurs when there is no change in job performance as a result of
training (Werner & DeSimone, 2009). For example, prior to attending a training course,
a law enforcement officer was unaware of the ingredients to be included in recording a
statement or the correct format for statement taking, and was not capable of recording a
statement. After attending a training course in statement taking, the law enforcement
officer returns to his/her work environment and still is not knowledgeable of the
ingredients and/or components to be included in a statement, and is still not capable of
recording a statement after attending the training course.
Negative transfer occurs when the job performance worsens as a result of training
(Werner & DeSimone, 2009). For example, prior to attending a training course (theory
only), a law enforcement officer was unaware of all the ingredients to be included in
recording a statement but had a thorough understanding and knew the correct format for
statement taking. Therefore, when recording a statement, only some of the key
ingredients were included in the statement, but it was not formatted correctly. After
attending a training course on statement taking and returning to work, the officer’s
knowledge and ability level regarding the key ingredient to be included has regressed and
the law enforcement officer does not know how to format the statement.
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Near transfer involves the ability to directly apply on the job what has been
learned in training with little adjustment or modification. For example, a law
enforcement officer attended a training course on report writing. In the training course,
he was taught the importance of creating a brief outline of a report prior to writing the
final report. While in the work environment, the officer modified what was learned in the
training environment by creating a more detailed outline that makes it easier for
completing the final report.
Far transfer relates to expanding upon or using what was learned in training in
new or creative ways (Werner & DeSimone, 2009). For example, a law enforcement
officer attended a report writing course. While in the training environment, the officer
learned how to create an outline for a report. When the officer returned to the training
environment, the officer used this new knowledge learned not only with report writing
but with statement taking and initiating complaints.
Although there are various potential outcomes of transfer of training which can be
applied to the work environment, the desired approach is far and positive transfer. These
approaches demonstrate that not only did learning occur in the training environment but
also that the trainee is able to expand on knowledge learned in the training environment
to the work environment.
Purpose of training. The major objective of most training programs is to
improve performance (Awoniyi, Griego, & Morgan, 2002). As a result of employees
attending professional training, organizations expect that training effectiveness is related
to performance improvement. Hence, the employee would have a change in behavior
that would result in improved performance and by extension produce positive
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organizational results such as superior quality, quantity, and profitability (Awoniyi,
Griego, & Morgan, 2002).
Second, according to Kirkpatrick (1987), one of the key criteria for evaluating the
effectiveness of any formal training program is the transfer of training on the job. Tracey
and Kavanagh (1995) assert that “transfer of training is a function of factors within the
formal training context as well as characteristics in the transfer or work environment” (p.
239). However, most research that measures the effectiveness of training focuses on
training design and content to measure effectiveness (Noe, 1986). Training can often be
perceived as not being effective because of the negative influence of the work
environment on the transfer of training process. There are some instances when trainees
attend a training program and acquire new knowledge, but are not provided the
opportunity to apply that new knowledge learned to the work environment. This
obstruction within the work environment can be as a result of peers, supervisors,
managers, transfer climate, and whether the organization is one that promotes continuous
learning. Wieland-Handy (2008) asserts that “the work environment is an integral
component and does not occur in isolation but a dynamic work environment” (p. 23).
Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) affirm that the work environment can support, discourage,
or prohibit trainees from applying their newly acquired knowledge and skills to their job.
Third, an additional significant justification of the importance of transfer of
training is remaining competitive not only at an organizational level but also globally.
Broad and Newstrom (1992) assert that to ensure a competitive edge and development of
a highly competitive workforce among organizations, it is incumbent that improving
transfer of training needs is the top priority of Human Resource Development (HRD)
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(Broad & Newstrom, 1992). According to Elangovan and Karakowsky (1999), it is
important to determine the effectiveness of a transfer as it acts as the foundational
platform for determining the usefulness of trainings and the development of programs
within an organization.
Theories Supporting Transfer of Training
The objective of this section is to examine the literature associated with the
various transfer of training theories. Several of the theories have been utilized as the
theoretical framework for research while others have been recognized for their transfer of
training models or integrative reviews of the literature in this field. The following
indicate the theories to be expanded upon in this section: (a) person-environment fit
theory, (b) motivational theory, (c) Holton’s factors affecting transfer of training model,
(d) expectancy theory, (e) equity theory, (f) goal setting theory, (g) Noe and Schmitt
(1986) Expansion of Trainability theory, (h) Thayer and Teachout (1995) model for
training transfer, (i) Machin and Forgarty (2003) model for training transfer, and (j)
Baldwin and Ford (1988) transfer training process model.
Person-environment fit theory. The person-environment fit theory was
developed by French and Kahn (1962), French et al.(1974), and later expanded,
developed, and redefined by Caplan (1983, 1987a, 1987b), Harrison (1978, 1985),
Edwards (1996), and Edwards and Cooper (1990). The person-environment fit theory
was developed on the premise that individual-level outcomes, attitudes, and behavior
result not from the person or environment separately, but rather from a relationship
between the two (Pervin, 1989). According to Awoniyi, Griego, and Morgan (2002),
“the person-environment fit theory explains human behavior as a function of the fit in the
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interaction between the person and the environment” (p. 26). Edwards, Caplan, and
Harrison (1998) assert that there are three basic distinctions within the personenvironment fit theory. Those distinctions are (a) person environment fit, which is the
underpinning to promote a thorough understanding of the person-environment fit; (b)
objective (referring to attributes of the person as they actually exist) and subjective
(person’s perception of their attributes, i.e., self identity and self concept) representation
of the person and the environment. Within the objective environment, there is an
inclusion of both the physical and social situations and events that exist independent of
the person’s perception. However, a subjective environment refers to situations and
events as encountered and perceived by the person. And finally (c) the difference
between the two types of person-environment fit—objective and subjective. The first
distinctive focal point is between the fit of the demand (qualitative and quantitative job
requirements, role expectations, group, and organizational norms) of the environment and
the abilities of the person (aptitude, skills, training, time, and energy needed by the
person) to meet the demands. The second distinction concentrates on the fit between the
needs, innate biological, and psychological values acquired through learning and
socialization motives to achieve desired ends (French & Kahn, 1962; Harrison, 1985) of
the person and the supplies (extrinsic and intrinsic resources and rewards that addresses
the needs of the person) in the environment that is concerned with the person’s needs.
The person-environment fit theory has been the core for an assortment of
empirical studies of Type-A behavior (Friedman & Rosenman, 1959), locus of control
(Rotter, 1966), hardiness (Kobasa, 1979), and coping styles (Menaghan, 1983). The
environment has been construed as stressful life events (Rabkin & Struening, 1976), daily
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hassles (DeLongis, Coyne, Dakof, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1982), and chronic stressors
such as role conflict and ambiguity (Kahn, Wolf, Quinn, Snoeck, & Rosenthal, 1964;
Jackson & Schuler, 1985), role overload and underload (French & Caplan, 1972), stress
(Caplan, 1983; French, Rodgers & Cobb, 1974); adaptation (Pervin, 1967b), job
satisfaction (Pervin, 1967a); job demands and decision latitude (Karasek & Theorell,
1990); the theory of work adjustments and person-environment correspondence
counseling (Dawis, 1996), the Minnesota theory of work adjustment in career
development and counseling (Dawis 2005), and person-environment fit and transfer of
training (Awoniyi, Griego, & Morgan, 2002). Additionally, the person-environment fit
theory has demonstrated its applicability in organizations as it relates to the transfer of
training process (Awoniyi, Griego, & Morgan, 2002).
Awoniyi, Griego, and Morgan (2002) contend that individuals transfer their
training to the job when their “real” environment matches or fits the preferred “ideal”
environment. On this premise, Awoniyi, Griego, and Morgan conducted empirical
research on a population of 1060 trainees of the Neighborhood Reinvestment Training
Institute from the United States and Puerto Rico while incorporating the personenvironment fit theory as the theoretical framework for the research. The research
questions that guided the study were
(a) Does over all person-environment fit predict transfer of training?
(b) Does person-environment fit for each dimension predict transfer of training?
(c) Does any combination of the person-environment fit dimension predict
transfer of training better than any one dimension alone?
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The instrument utilized by the researchers in this study was the Keys to Creativity
(Amabile, 1995), a standardized questionnaire. However, only five constructs were
selected from this instrument that focused on environmental stimulants and obstacles as
outlined by Moos (1986). The participants of the study were required to rate how they
perceived the “real” environment compared to the “ideal” environment. The
environmental stimulus included
1. Supervisory encouragement that assess managers who give support to
subordinates, communicate effectively, and set clear expectation and goals;
2. Sufficient resources such as access to appropriate facilities, equipment, funds, and
information;
3. Freedom to decide how to accomplish tasks and sense of control over work and
ideas;
4. Workload pressure such as unrealistic expectations, insufficient time and
distractions; and
5. Overall assessment of support for creativity.
According to Awoniyi, Griego, and Morgan (2002), the study concluded that the
overall person-environment fit has a significant positive relationship with the transfer of
training, but the variance predicted was relatively low. The correlation analysis revealed
that in addition, autonomy, sufficient resources, creativity, and low workload pressures
had significant but modest relationships with transfer of training.
Second, there was a higher report of transfer of training to the job from trainees
from not-for-profit and non-governmental organization than trainees from the
government sectors.

26

Third, trainees who worked in a non-governmental organization coupled with
having a good person-environment fit was a better predictor of transfer of training than
either one alone. However, the study revealed that the R and R² were comparatively low.
Motivational theories. According to Noe (1986), motivation to transfer is the
intended effort by the trainee to incorporate the knowledge learned in the training
environment to the work environment. On this premise, a study was conducted by
Axtell, Maitilis, and Yearta (1997) which revealed motivation to transfer was a
significant predictor of positive transfer at one year. Additional research has continued to
focus on motivational theories on transfer of training as an outcome variable influenced.
Such research includes participant motivation to learn (Kontoghiorghes, 2002), utility
reactions (Ruona, Leimbach, Holton, & Bates, 2002), self-efficacy (Machin & Fogarty,
2004), and transfer climate factors (Seyler, Holton, Bates, Burnett, & Carvalho, 1998).
Two components of motivation are intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. According
to Burke and Hutchins (2007), research supporting motivation on transfer of training has
revealed that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation influences transfer of training
(Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Santos & Stuart, 2003; Tracey, Tannenbaum, & Kavanagh,
1995). However, preliminary findings appear to support intrinsic factors.
Holton’s factors affecting transfer of training model. Holton’s (1996) transfer
of training model focal point is on individual performance which proposed three primary
outcomes of training intervention: (a) learning, (b) individual performance, and (c)
organizational results (Yamnill & McLean, 2001). Within this model, Holton also
hypothesized motivation to transfer as the connection between learning (an internal
behavior) and individual performance change (an external behavior). An expectation
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exists that once an individual participates in training, this would lead to individual
performance change when the three primary influences on transfer behavior are at
appropriate levels (Yamnill & McLean, 2001). According to Holton (1996), the three
primary influences, which are a follow-up to Baldwin and Ford (1988) and consistent
with Noe’s (1986) framework, are (a) motivation to transfer, (b) transfer conditions
(environment/climate), and (c) transfer design (ability).
Motivation to transfer, according to Holton (1996), is the moment when the
trainee would have left the training environment equipped with a level of motivation to
utilize the knowledge learned in that environment on the job (work environment). Holton
(1996) further affirmed that there is an array of suggested influences on the motivation to
transfer process (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Broad & Newstrom, 1992). However, these
suggested influences can be categorized into four distinct categories: (a) intervention
fulfillment, (b) learning outcomes, (c) job attitudes, and (d) expected utility or return on
investment (ROI) of results.
Transfer conditions emphasize that there are some situational constraints within
the work place that affect performance. Holton (1996) indicated that there is a level of
uncertainty as to which constraints directly affect transfer of training. However, in
Holton’s factors affecting transfer of training model (1996), “transfer conditions are
posited to have a primary effect on performance and a secondary effect on motivation to
transfer” (p. 14).
Transfer design has been recognized as another cause of failure to transfer and is
defined as when the training design does not provide the ability to transfer the learning
(Holton, 1996). It is Holton’s belief that transfer design is difficult to measure and varies
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depending on content, cultures, and other situational factors. Additional theories of
expectancy, equity, and goal setting provides a platform for understanding and predicting
behaviors that contribute to performance at work and clarify the motivation to transfer
factor in Holton’s model (Yamnill & McLean, 2001).
Expectancy theory. Noe (1986) and Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggest the use of
the expectancy theory for studying training motivation. Expectancy theory, originally
introduced by Vroom (1964), is defined as a “momentary belief concerning the likelihood
that a particular act will precede a particular outcome” (p.17). Although grounded in
mainstream of motivation theory (Moorhead & Griffin, 1992), expectancy theory has
been associated with a multiplicity of research interests. They included goal setting
(Garland, 1984; Klein, 1991; Mento et al., 1992; Moussa, 1996), leader-member
exchange theory, and the effects on perceptions of expectancy and instrumentality (Klein
& Kim, 1998). Additionally, according to Leonard et al. (1999), it is also considered in
relation to self-concept and the production of feedback that matches views of the ideal of
self-ethical reasoning and the creation of corporate cultures that support ethical behavior
(Fudge & Schlacter, 1999), performance appraisal (Daly & Kleiner, 1995; Hendry et al.,
1997), the influences of pay distribution systems on perceptions of instrumentality
regarding performance (Lawler, 1981; Mitchell & Mickel, 1999), and leadership and
motivation—the effective application of expectancy theory. These subjects represent a
partial listing of research interest associated with this motivational model in the
management literature. Porter and Lawler (1968) expanded upon Vroom’s original
concept and developed a theoretical model. According to Mitchell and Mickel (1999),
this model is commonly known as expectancy theory or VIE theory (Valence,
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Instrumentality, and Expectancy). According to Pinder (1984), the theory suggests that
the expenditure of an individual’s effort will be determined by expectations that an
outcome may be attained and the degree of value placed on an outcome in the person’s
mind.
Leonard et al. (1999) affirmed that expectancy theory mainly focused on extrinsic
motivators and employ it as causes for behavior exhibited in the workplace. Isaac, Zerbe,
and Pitt (2001) contend that external rewards are viewed as inducing motivational states
that fuel behaviors. Conversely, intrinsic motivators are described as behaviors that
originate as a consequence of internal forces such as enjoyment of the work itself.
According to Yamnill and McLean (2001), performance results can be categorized into
two categories of rewards—intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Intrinsic rewards are
described as being intangible (a feeling of accomplishment or a sense of achievement)
whereas extrinsic rewards are defined as tangible outcomes (pay or promotion). Shamir
(1990) affirms that motivational theories grounded upon the notion of extrinsic
motivation assume that the employee (trainee) make a conscious choice to maximize selfinterest.
Equity theory. Historically, equity theories have been proposed by Adams
(1963, 1965), Homans (1961), Jacques (1961), and Patchen (1961). According to
Pritchard (1969), Adams’s equity theory illuminates four key themes. They are (a) the
nature of inputs and outcomes, (b) the nature of the social comparison process, (c) the
conditions leading to equity and the possible effects of inequity, and (d) the possible
responses one may make to reduce a condition of equity. Yamnill and McLean (2001)
contend that equity theory is the belief that employees are being treated fairly in relation
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to other employees. Conversely, inequity focuses on the belief that employees are being
treated unfairly in relation to other employees. In support of his theory, Adams provided
a possible list of suggestions an individual might do to reduce or avoid inequity.
According to Pritchard (1969), they include (a) cognitively distorting his or other inputs
or outcomes, (b) acting on others to get him to change his inputs or outcomes, and (c)
changing his comparison person or leaving the field. However, according to Adams
(1963), equity theories predict that individuals will choose a method of inequity reduction
that is personally least costly.
Noe (1986) explained the relationship between motivation to transfer and equity
theory. “If an individual feels that by attending training he [or she] is likely to gain
equity in pay or other sought-after rewards, there is a greater chance that learning will
occur, and such learning will transfer to the job” (p. 55). Therefore, it is integral for an
HRD professional and/or training instructor to be cognizant of the impact of motivation
on the transfer of training process. Additionally, it is of equal importance to be conscious
of what employees feel they should receive within the work environment.
Goal setting theory. According to Latham and Locke (2007), goal setting was
used sporadically as an intervention in theoretical studies from the end of 19th century
through the first 60 years of the 20th century. Numerous studies utilized goal setting as
the framework for their studies. Taylor’s (1911) study emphasized that goal setting could
be accomplished by assigning each employee a specific task, a difficult amount of work
to complete with a criterion for quality, with time limitations and motion study. French
(1962) within his study demonstrated the importance of goal setting as a crucial
component to performance appraisal. Although these studies would have contributed
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greatly to the literature on goal setting, according to Latham and Edwin (2007), they were
considered to be “ad hoc” because they were conducted without utilizing the findings
from previous studies. Additionally, there was no theoretical framework that guided
these studies. As the years progressed, there was an increase of studies as related to goal
setting in the latter half of the 20th century as Locke and Latham’s (1990a, 2002) goal
setting theory developed. According to Latham and Locke (2007), studies that focus on
goal setting as a theoretical framework had increased to over 1000 by the 21st century.
Latham and Locke (2007) contend that “there is a positive linear relationship
between a specific high goal and task performance” (p. 291). In other words, setting a
high goal would lead to high performance. Goal setting has been demonstrated to have
an impact in a multiplicity of settings including laboratory, stimulated, and organizational
settings (Latham & Locke, 2007).
Latham and Locke (2007) affirm that there are basically two factors that affect the
goals a person opts to obtain. They are (a) the importance of the goal to the individual
and, (b) self-efficacy (the confidence level of the individual to obtain that particular
goal). Goal setting theory is also incorporated as the framework for the High
Performance Cycle (HPC) developed by Latham (2007). The HPC supports the belief
that specific challenges and high goals affect employee motivation.
Goal setting theory is an underlying component in employee performance; it is
equally influential in employee learning. There is a vital distinction between
performance and learning goals, which is the framing of the instructions (Latham &
Locke, 2007). As it relates to performance goals, emphasis is on the performance
outcome (exam scores), whereas learning goals focus on changing an employee’s focus
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when the strategy or strategies to attain that particular goal is unknown. Locke and
Latham (2002) identify four mechanisms of goals that affect performance. They are (a)
goals are direct functions, (b) goals have an energizing function, (c) goals affect
persistence, and (d) goals affect action indirectly. Within recent years, there have been a
variety of studies that focused on employees setting goals and the relation to increasing
learning and performance outcomes (Drach-Zahavy & Erez, 2002; Masuda, 2006; Noel,
1997; Seijts et al., 2004; Seijts & Latham, 2001).
According to Yamnill and McLean (2001), goal setting theory, like expectancy
theory, has the commonality of providing an explanation of how and why behavior is
facilitated or restrained in the pre-training, training, and post-training processes. It is the
belief of goal setting theory that once an individual is provided with a challenging task,
there is a desire to try and achieve that goal or, until a decision is made by that individual,
to abandon or lower the goal. Goals and feedback are essential in improving
performance. Additionally, goal setting is impacted by participation, incentives, and
individual differences (Locke, Shaw, Sarri, & Latham, 1981).
Yamnill and Mclean (2001) contend that as a result of these motivational theories,
employees who attend training leave the training environment with different levels of
motivations. Holton (1996) contends that influences on transfer motivation fall into four
categories which can be explained by expectancy, equity, and goal setting theories.
These four categories include (a) intervention fulfillment, (b) learning outcomes, (c) job
attitudes, and (d) expected utility payoff.
Noe and Schmitt’s theory. Noe and Schmitt (1986) expanded on the theory
proposed by Wexley and Latham’s (1981) trainability concept to include the
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environmental component. This model was subsequently tested by Facteau, Dobbins,
Russell, Ladd, and Kudisch (1992) and Williams, Thayer, and Pond (1991). Noe and
Schmitt proposed that [Trainability = f (Ability, Motivation, Environmental
favorability)]. Within this model, the environmental component consists of trainees’
perceptions of social support for the use of new skills and possible task constraints. The
purpose of Noe and Schmitt (1986) was to identify trainees’ attitudes that influence
training effectiveness. Within this study, the researchers developed a model which
described the process of how trainees’ attitudes concerning their job and careers and their
perception of the work environment on learning, behavior, change, and attainment of
desirable organizational outcomes. As a result of a review of literature in organizational
behavior and training and development, the variables for this model were selected. The
objective of conducting the literature review prior to developing this model was to
identify attitudes and attributes that were likely to influence trainee motivation to learn,
motivation to apply newly acquired skills in the work setting, or training effectiveness
criteria.
In an effort to validate this proposed theory, Noe and Schmitt (1986) conducted a
study which originally was an abstract of a larger project involving the evaluation of a
training program (Springfield Simulation) which was designed to improve the
administrative and interpersonal skills of educators. As a result of this study, the initial
model had to be revised to ensure a better understanding of trainees’ attitudes and
learning, behavior change, and performance improvement. The path-analytic results for
the revised model revealed that (a) an important antecedent of satisfaction with training
programs was trainee reaction to skill assessment, (b) an important antecedent for
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learning and behavior change was trainee involvement in their jobs and careers, (c) career
decision may directly affect attainment of success and satisfaction in the workplace, and
(d) internal locus of control was positively related to the degree to which trainees’
reported they engaged in exploratory-type behaviors.
Summary of theories. There are numerous theories supporting the concept of
transfer of training which includes person-environment fit theory, motivational theories,
Holton’s factors affecting transfer of training model, expectancy theory, equity theory,
goal setting theory, and Noe and Schmitt expansion of trainability theory. Although
these theories vary according to their theoretical frameworks, they all support the concept
of transfer of training and can be utilized as a theoretical platform dependent upon the
focus of the study in relation to transfer of training.
The person-environment fit theory, unlike many of the other theories that support
the transfer of training, focuses on the relationship and/or interaction between the
individual and the environment. Although initially grounded in the psychology discipline
and utilized as the theoretical frame work in studies such as locus of control, copying
styles, hardiness, and stress, it also plays an integral role in the transfer of training
process in particular the influence of the work environment on this process.
Motivational theories, unlike the person-environment fit theory and other support
theories, focus on the motivational level of the individual as it relates to their
motivational level to transfer the knowledge learned in the training environment to the
work environment. This motivational level may be impacted by two key factors, intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation. However, expectancy theory focuses on extrinsic motivation
and influences behavior displayed within the workplace. As it relates to the concept of

35

transfer of training, the individual level of motivation to transfer knowledge learned in
the training environment is influenced by their level of expectation (rewards which can
be intrinsic or extrinsic) as it relates to the work environment.
Conversely, equity theory, which is one of the oldest motivational models,
emphasizes the belief that employees hold about whether they are being treated fairly in
relation to other employees. This concept may influence the transfer of training process
as it relates to an individual not willing and/or providing the opportunity to utilize the
knowledge learned in the training environment to the work environment with the view of
enhance overall productivity.
Goal setting theory highlights the fact that an individual’s level of motivation,
which may be intrinsic or extrinsic, influences their ability to set goals within the work
environment. In other words, setting high goals would lead to high performance.
Therefore, as a result of attending training, an individual may be motivated to transfer the
knowledge learned in the training environment to the work environment and thus
enhancing performance.
In contrast to the other motivational models, Holton’s model, which can also be
categorized as a motivational theory, focuses on the individual performance but is
influenced by three primary outcomes of training: learning, individual performance, and
organizational results. This model can have a direct relationship with the transfer of
training process in that it focuses on the individual level of motivation of learning and a
change in behavior within the work environment as a result of the knowledge learned in
the training environment. Therefore, an individual’s involvement in training would in
most instances result in a change in behavior within the work environment.
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The Noe and Schmitt model, unlike the other models, focuses not only on the
individual’s motivational level (intrinsic or extrinsic) as an influence on the transfer of
training process, but also on the individual’s ability and the work environment as equal
components .
Transfer of Training Models
Thayer and Teachout’s model. The Thayer and Teachout model (1995) was
developed based on a conglomerate of previous research. These researchers include
Baldwin and Ford (1988) and Mathieu et al. (1992) who contended that the reaction to
previous training would create expectations about the effectiveness of new training.
Thayer and Teachout (1995) also incorporated previous research from Ford et al. (1992)
who focused on the ability of an individual to predict behavior or the opportunity to
perform; locus of control (Williams et al., 1991); job involvement (Noe & Schmitt,
1986); career and attitudes (Williams et al., 1991); reaction to training (Kirkpatrick,
1987); goal setting activities (Wexley & Baldwin, 1986); relapse prevention (Tziner,
Haccoun, & Kadish, 1991); self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Latham, 1989; Latham &
Frayne, 1989; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, & Cannon-Bowers, 1991; Mathieu, Marthinieau, &
Tannenbaum, 1993); and climate for transfer (Rouiller, 1989; Williams et al., 1991;
Facteau et al., 1992; Ford et al., 1992; Tracey, 1992) as the foundation for their model.
See Figure 1 for a visual representation of the Thayer and Teachout model.
Machin and Forgarty Model. Machin and Forgarty (2003), utilizing the Thayer
and Teachout (1995) conceptual model as a theoretical platform, designed and developed
a revised model depicting
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Figure 1. Thayer and Teachout’s (1995) model for training transfer.
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variables that influence the transfer of training. Specific changes were made to facilitate
studies on computer based training.
Although Machin and Forgarty’s (2004) model was developed on the basis of
Thayer and Teachout, there are some distinct differences. Thayer and Teachout’s (1995)
model demonstrated self-efficacy, creating a set of constructs of self-efficacy, learning,
and transfer enhancing activities as learning outcomes that have a direct influence on
transfer. Thayer and Teachout’s (1995) model elaborated to include a transfer climate
construct (using the work of Rouiller and Goldstein as a theoretical platform) which
focused on post training factors impacting transfer. However, the Machin and Forgarty
(2004) model focused on transfer enhancing activities including computer self-efficacy,
positive and negative affectivity, and transfer implementations intentions. The transfer
implementation intent coupled with the variables that indicated the level of training
success were additions to the model as post-training outcome.
Additionally the Machin and Forgarty model (2004) modified the first column of
the individual factors from Thayer and Teachout (1995) with the view of meeting the
requirements of the computer-training content and to incorporate factors that had the
potential to add to the prediction of the main outcome in this study. An extension to this
model was the addition of extraneous variables. This extension process was successful
by the researchers describing potential predictors of pre-training self efficacy, which
according to Machin and Forgarty are a predictor of learning and subsequent transfer.
See Figure 2 for a pictorial representation of the Machin and Fogarty model for training
transfer.
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Figure 2. Machin and Fogarty’s (2003) model for training transfer.
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Kontoghiorghes’s systemic model. The Kontoghiorghes systemic model (2002)
was developed to identify key predictors of motivation to learn and motivation to
transfer, coupled with examining the relationship between the two variables. This model
is based on the theoretical concepts of socio-technical systems (STS) and total quality
management (TQM) theories coupled with empirical research on motivation to learn and
training transfer. The STS underlying factor is that organizations are composed of two
systems—the social and technical systems that are interdependent. In other words, a
change in one system affects the other system (Kontoghiorghes, 2002). It is also a belief
of this theory that organizations must optimize both subsystems in order to achieve high
productivity and employee satisfaction. The TQM component of the model focused on
determining the extent to which the organization functioned as an excellent and qualitydriven system with emphasis on continuous improvement. The previous research was
also used as a guide within this model to assess the extent the employee functioned in an
environment that was conducive to training transfer and continuous learning
(Kontoghiorghes, 2002).
The Kontoghiorghes systemic model (2002), similar to Baldwin and Ford’s
(1988) model, identified the trainee characteristic, training design, and work environment
as important variables. Within the Baldwin and Ford model (1988), work environment
specifically was viewed or categorized as level of support the trainees received from
supervisors, managers, and peers, coupled with the opportunity to use knowledge learned
in the training environment; although both models (Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Kontoghiorghes, 2002) focus on attributes directly related to the training context and/or
training related outcomes. However, the Kontoghiorghes systemic model (2002)
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provides a more systematic training transfer conceptual model which incorporates
dimensions within the work environment which influence individual and/or
organizational performance. Additionally, as asserted by Kontoghiorghes (2004),
the expanded model provides a more holistic interpretation of the
learning transfer process and identifies individual and
organizational performance as the common link between learning
transfer and work environment characteristics. In other words, this
new conceptual model for learning transfer provides the answers to
the questions of how and why the work environment is an
important component of learning transfer. (p. 213)
Figure 3 represents the Kontoghiorghes systemic model (2002).
The Kontoghiorghes systemic model (2002) was initially validated in a study
consisting of 256 participants of a national corporation in health care insurance industry.
The result from this study was consistent with previous findings from similar studies.
However, it provided additional insight as it relates to training motivation and transfer of
training. Additional insights included (a) motivation to learn was proven to be a strong
predictor of motivation to transfer, (b) employee commitment to the organization was a
strong predictor of motivation to learn, and (c) motivation to learn and training
effectiveness are influenced by organizational variables that directly or indirectly affect
employee performance and job motivation as an important predictor of motivation to
transfer.
Theoretical Framework
Baldwin and Ford’s training transfer process model. The theoretical
framework that acts as the lens to illuminate the transfer of training component of this
study is the Baldwin and Ford (1988) training transfer process model. This model is one
of the earliest transfer of training models and is often used as the foundational platform
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from which others have developed their transfer of training models (Holton, 1996;
Kontoghiorghes, 2002; Thayer & Teachout, 1995). This model was the earliest model
that draws inference between learning and transfer (Coyne, 2008). The Baldwin and
Ford model (1988) was initially designed as a framework for examining training transfer.
It was the researchers’ perspective that examination of transfer issues requires a clear
understanding of the term transfer coupled with the identification of all factors that will
affect transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988).
The design of the model incorporates three basic concepts: (a) training input
factors, (b) training output factors, and (c) conditions of transfer. Input factors includes
training design, trainee characteristics, and work environment. Furthermore, training
designs were expanded and include the characteristics regarding the trainee’s ability,
personality, and motivation. Training design was even further expanded to include the
characteristics of principles of learning, sequencing, and training content. Work
environment was expanded and included characteristics of climate factors such as
supervisory or peer support as well as the opportunities to perform learned behaviors on
the job (Baldwin & Ford, 1988).
As indicated in the model of the transfer process, all characteristics within the
training input category are either directly or indirectly related to learning and retention
(training outputs) and generalization and maintenance (conditions of transfer).
Examining the trainee characteristics of ability, personality, and motivation, it is directly
linked to generalization and maintenance. Likewise, work environment characteristics
are directly related to generalization and maintenance. Trainee characteristics and work
environment characteristics are also directly linked to learning and retention category.
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Lastly, training design is directly linked to the learning and retention, and by extension,
generalization and maintenance. See Figure 4 for a graphical depiction of the model.
This model was developed to analyze the training transfer process and focuses on
training inputs which include trainee characteristics (ability, personality, and motivation),
training design (principles of learning, sequencing, and training content) and the work
environment (support and opportunity to use). Baldwin and Ford theorize that all these
components affect learning, retention, and training transfer. However, trainee
characteristics and work environment effect training transfer directly (Werner &
DeSimone, 2009). Baldwin and Ford’s model as a theoretical framework has been
utilized as the theoretical framework for numerous research studies on transfer of training
across numerous disciplines. It is the only model that specifically focuses on the
organizational support and climate as two components within the work environment that
influences transfer of training—the focal point of this study.
Recent Studies on Transfer of Training and the Influence of Work Environment
Compared to individual characteristics and training design, work environment
influence on the transfer of training process has received less consideration (Alvarez et
al., 2004; Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton et al., 1997; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992).
However, across the disciplines of HRD, Organizational Learning and Development, and
Adult Education, there are some studies that support the importance of work environment
factors as an influence on the transfer of training process (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Lance
et al., 2002; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey et al., 1995). Other studies indicate that
there may not be a direct correlation. Within this section, it is proposed to review studies
that focus on two dimensions and/or factors within the work environment that have an
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influence on the transfer of training process. They include (a) organizational culture and
climate, and (b) supervisory support.
According to Velada et al. (2007), organizational culture and climate as
dimensions of the work environment have received a lot of attention related to
influencing the transfer of training process (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Rouiller & Goldstein,
1993; Tracey et al., 1995). However, according to Bunch (2007) and Palthe and Kossek
(2003), there has been limited scholarly research on the influence of organizational
culture on training effectiveness. Nevertheless, there has been much scholarly research
that inferred a relationship between organizational culture and variables such as
productivity (Kopelman et al., 1990), employee retention (Sheridan, 1992), and Human
Resource Management (Palthe & Kossek, 2003).
Culture as asserted by Schein (1996) “is one of the most powerful and stable
forces operating in organizations” (p. 231). There are numerous definitions of culture
within the literature. However, most definitions in general include the concepts of shared
beliefs, values, and assumptions that are reflected in attitudes and behavior (Kopelman,
Brief, & Guzzo, 1990).
Organizational climate as asserted by Cooke and Rousseau (1988) is “individual
perceptions of organizational characteristics and attributes” (p. 249). Some
characteristics of organizational climate across professions include, but are not limited to,
performance feedback, peer support, supervisor support, and supervisor sanctions
(Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton et al., 2000; Tracey et al., 1995). According to Gumuseli
and Ergin (2002), depending on the quality of the manager/supervisor coupled with their
attitude, there are basically five types of climate. They include (a) preventive, (b)
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discouraging, (c) impartial, (d) encouraging, and (e) forceful. Within each type of
climate, there is a direct relation to the transfer of training process. For example, within
the preventative and discouraging type, there is little to no transfer of training. Within
the impartial climate, transfer of training is varied according to the transaction of the
other three requirements. Lastly, if the climate is encouraging or forceful, and there is the
assumption that the first two requirements are actualized in full, transfer of training is at
its fullest potential. As indicated in previous studies conducted by Bowne (1999) and
Bates (1997), a positive climate facilitates the transfer of training process of knowledge
learned in the training environment to the workplace which directly impacts employee
performance.
The terms organizational culture and organizational climate are often used
interchangeably. However, there is a distinct difference. Kopelman et al. (1990) asserts
that climate describes “the what” of an organization whereas culture describes “the why”.
According to Velada et al. (2007), when employees perceive that the organizational
climate is supportive, they are more likely to apply their new knowledge in the work
environment.
According to Holton et al. (2000), supervisory support is defined as the extent to
which newly learned knowledge and skills are used, reinforced, and supported by
supervisors. Although there is some research that revealed that supervisory support is not
significant on the transfer of training process (Lim & Johnson, 2002; Russell et al., 1985),
there are numerous studies that oppose their views and revealed that supervisory support
has a great influence on transfer of training process (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Lance et al.,
2002; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Velada et al., 2007). Research indicates when
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employees are of the belief that their supervisors support the application of newly learned
knowledge and skills to the workplace, they are more inclined to transfer these
competencies to the work environment (Bates et al., 2000; Brinkerhoff & Montesino,
1995; Colquitt et al., 2000; Noe, 1986; Tracey & Tews, 2005).
Velada et al. (2007) conducted a quantitative study of 182 participants employed
by nine grocery markets in Portugal. The objective of the study was to examine the
relationship between three types of predictors on transfer of training: (a) training design,
(b) individual characteristics, and (c) the work environment. After attending a one month
training course, participants were asked to complete a self- report survey with the view of
assessing their perception of transfer design, performance efficacy, and supervisor
support. Within three months another survey was distributed to the participants with the
view of assessing the participants’ perception of training retention, feedback, and training
transfer. The results from the study revealed that transfer design, performance selfefficacy, retention of content, and work environment (feedback) all were significantly
related to transfer of training. However, supervisor support did not significantly
influence transfer of training.
Lim and Johnson (2002) also researched trainee perception of factors that
influence learning transfer. The mixed methods study design consisted of interviews,
questionnaires, and document reviews with the view of determining the perception of
learning and transfer and exploring the impact of various factors on transfer. The study
consisted of 10 participants that attended three weeks of HRD training in Korea. The
results from this study revealed that factors that result in low transfer include lack of
opportunity to apply on the job (64.3%), not directly related to my job (15.0%), lack of
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understanding (9.3%), planning for future use (6.9%), difficult to apply due to
organizational problems (2.9%), not applicable to Korean situation (1.0%), and lack of
equipment to use (0.7%). As it relates to work environment factors on transfer, the
results were categorized into two groups—organizational level work environmental
factors and individual level work environmental factors. At the organizational level, the
participants identified the following work environment factors as influencing transfer:
organizational commitment for training (mean 3.3, SD 0.95), goals of the department
match with new learning (mean 3.2, SD 0.92), supportive and open communication
climate (mean 3.1, SD 0.99), employees have been valued (mean 2.6, SD 0.70), reward or
incentive for attending training (mean 2.4, SD 0.84), organizational hierarchy (mean 2.2,
SD 0.92), and change-resistant climate (mean 1.9, SD 0.99).
At the individual level, work environment factors that influence transfer were
discussion with supervisor to use new learning (mean 3.4, SD 0.97), supervisor’s
involvement or familiarization with the training (mean 3.4, SD 0.97), positive feedback
from supervisor (mean 3.0, SD 0.94), opportunity to use new learning (mean 2.9, SD
1.10), positive feedback from co-workers (mean 2.8, SD 0.79), availability of tools,
equipment, or materials (mean 2.7, SD 1.25), pace of work flow (mean 2.2, SD 0.92),
lack of mentor or role model (mean 2.1, SD 0.88), negative feedback from supervisor
(mean 1.7, SD 0.95), lack of pace of work flow (mean 1.6, SD 1.26), availability of
mentor role model (mean1.6, SD 1.07), lack of tools, equipment, or materials (mean 1.5,
SD 0.85), negative feedback from co-workers (mean 1.5, SD 0.71), and lack of
opportunity to use new learning (mean 1.4, SD 0.84).
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Contrary to the results of Velada et al. (2007), Lim and Johnson (2002) revealed
that the overall results from this study were consistent with the literature on transfer of
training. Previous studies indicated supervisory variables have a critical influence on the
success level of transfer of training (Georgenson, 1982; House, 1986; Huczynski &
Lewis, 1980). Results were similar and indicated that work environment factors,
especially those related to supervisors, were among the strongest factors that influence
transfer of training. Lim and Johnson (2002) contend that it is crucial that the work
environment has a climate that is supportive of learning new knowledge to ensure
successful transfer of training. This study also revealed that the second highest
component within the work environment that influences the transfer of training is the
opportunity to apply knowledge learned in the training environment to the work
environment. It is Lim and Johnson’s (2002) belief that “without a strong match between
the training content and the trainees’ work roles, it is unlikely that transfer will occur” (p.
46).
Gumuseli and Ergin (2002) conducted a mixed methods study in Turkey with the
view of determining the impact of manager’s reinforcement on participants’ job attitudes,
productivity, effectiveness, and satisfaction in the process of transfer of training. The
participants of the study were a group of sales representatives participating in the Basic
Sales Training Program for sales representatives and their supervisors in the Coca-Cola
Bottlers of Turkey. The results revealed that the efforts of the managers, who also
received support from the training department during the transfer process to lead and
support, had a positive impact on the efficiency of sales representatives in general.
However, it was revealed that related to the difference between the increases in the
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efficiency of groups, there was statistical insignificance. It is Gumuseli and Ergin’s
(2002) belief that other factors other than the impact of the managers during the process
of transfer of training had a significant impact (i.e., economic crisis in Turkey at the time
of the study and the financial freefall).
Cromwell and Kolb (2004) conducted a study examining the relationship between
four work-environment factors (organization support, supervisors support, peer support,
and participation) in a peer support network. The participants of the study included 63
employees from a large northeastern university and their direct supervisors all working
within the university’s physical plant department. It was an inclusion criteria that all
supervisors within this work unit had completed a supervisory training program of 56
hours of in-class (six of which was on a group project) training over a 12 week period
and five hours of in-class time spent on a group project.
The instrument utilized within this study was an adapted version of the Rothwell’s
(1996) transfer of training instrument. The instrument was administered to the trainees
during meetings and was asked to return the questionnaires after the meetings. Likewise,
a similar approach was utilized for the trainees’ managers. The results revealed that all
four work environment factors have a statistically significant positive correlation with
transfer (i.e. organizational support, supervisor support, peer support, and peer support
network). Also, for each of the work environment factors, the high level of application
group had significantly higher means than did the low application group. No significant
differences were found between groups in the peer support network. As it relates to
similarities and differences of perception of trainees and their direct supervisors
regarding organizational support, direct supervisor support, and transfer of training, the
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results revealed that there were no significant difference found between the perceptions
of managers and trainees regarding organizational support, direct support, and transfer of
training. Regarding perceived barriers to application of knowledge and/or skills learned
in training being applied to on the job, the results of 41 participants that responded to this
question is that five trainees (12%) reported no perceived barriers. However, 16
participants (39%) indicated time, 11 trainees (27 %) indicated management support/buyin, five trainees (8%) indicated personal skill level, two trainees (3%) indicated funds,
and one trainee (1%) indicated peer support.
Clarke (2002) conducted a qualitative study within a United Kingdom (UK) social
service department. The objective of the study was twofold: (a) to determine those
factors within the work environment that influence transfer of training, and (b) to
determine how these factors compared or differed from the literature as influencing
transfer of training. The participants in this study were 14 trainees who volunteered to
attend a two-day in-service training program within the UK social service department.
The objective of the training was to provide the social workers with knowledge and skills
regarding risk assessments. The theoretical framework that guided this study was
Kirkpatrick’s (1987) training evaluation typology. Six months after the training program,
the participants were interviewed with the view of collecting qualitative data on whether
the knowledge learned in the training program was being applied to the work
environment. The findings of the study that indicated factors within the work
environment that influence the transfer of training included (a) heavy work load, (b) time
pressures, (c) lack of reinforcement of training, (d) an absence of feedback on
performance, and (e) perceptions of in-service training.
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Summary of Recent Studies
There were a small number of studies that focus specifically on the work
environment as an influence on the transfer of training process and in particular the
support and organizational climate (transfer climate). Reviewing the studies conducted,
most of the studies were done outside of the United States (Korea, Turkey, UK, and
Portugal) and only one recent study was located within the United States of America
(Northeastern University). Similar to the diversity as it relates to the location of the
studies, the study design, population, and results used also varied across the studies.
However, examining the work environment influenced on the transfer of training process
(supervisory support) across the studies, there were some contradiction related to the
influence of supervisor support and transfer of training. Of the six studies identified,
three indicated that supervisory support influenced the transfer of training process but
three studies identified supervisor support as not being significant to the transfer of
training process. Within these studies, other factors that were identified as influencing
the transfer of training process were transfer design, performance self-efficacy and
retention of content, and work environment (Velada et al., 2007); organizational work
environmental factors and individual level work environmental factors (Lim & Johnson,
2002); and heavy work load, time pressures, lack of reinforcement of training, an absence
of feedback on performance, and perception of in-service training (Clarke, 2002).
The Learning Organization
Organizations both locally and internationally invest extensively in the training of
their employees at an individual, group, and organizational level to facilitate employees’
learning of job related competencies (Cascio, 2000; Noe et al., 2006; Velada, Caetano,
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Michel, Lyons, & Kavanagh, 2007). With such an extensive investment in training, there
is often an expectation by HRD professionals, managers, and training supervisors that the
training will result in an organizational environment and/or culture that encourages
continuous learning. However, this is often a misconception. According to Watkins and
Marsick (1993), although training plays an integral role in a learning organization, it is
not the only distinguishable feature of a learning organization. Garvin (1993) contends
that in order to promote a learning organizational culture, there must be evidence of
creating, acquiring, and transferring knowledge and modifying its behavior to reflect new
knowledge and insights. Law enforcement is no exception to this phenomenon and
invests extensively in the training of their employees. However, the question is whether
or not law enforcement agencies are equipped with, and support, a learning culture and
practices while espousing the promotion of continuous learning.
Definition of the learning organization. There has been an explosion of the
notion of learning organization in the fields of HRD, management, organizational
development, adult learning, and school systems (Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004;
Marquardt, 1996, 2002; Song, Joo, & Chermack, 2009; Wang, Yang, & McLean, 2007)
and most recently government agencies (Bales, 1993; Barth & Bartenstein, 1998; Betts &
Holden, 2003; Brown & Brudney, 2003; Corbett & Kenny, 2001; Dilworth, 1996;
Ferdinand, 2004; McGrath, 2002; Tice, 2007). According to Rush (2011), all
organizations learn whether learning is intentional or unintentional and is essential for
organization survival. Goh (1998) contends that some organizations learn better than
others and survive, while the successful learners thrive. Nevis, Dibella, and Gold (1995)
assert that those organizations that fail to learn will eventually disappear. On this
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premise, it is imperative that organizations promote learning whether at an individual,
team and/or organizational level. Furthermore, it is strongly suggested that management
take strategic action and formulate interventions that promote learning. For example,
facilitating transfer of knowledge from the training environment to the work environment
and developing widely shared vision supported by employees. Learning can mirror
numerous practices. Within some organizations, action learning is the preferred method
of learning. Utilizing this method, this particular type of organization is discovering new
methods of conducting business on a continual basis (Garvin, 1993). Conversely to the
action approach, some organizations may adopt the passive approach to learning.
Regardless of the approach adapted by the organization, learning is evident in all
organizations.
According to Garvin (2000), a learning organization is grounded in the principles
of learning: perceiving and gathering information, interpreting and acting based on the
interpretation of the information. Cleveland and Plastrik (1995) assert that the learning
organization provides principles and practices that enable organizational learning.
Watkins and Marsick (1993) expand on this definition of a learning organization
to include
one that learns continuously and transforms itself. Learning takes
place in individuals, teams, the organization, and even the
communities with which the organization interacts. Learning is
continuous, strategically used process—integrated with, and
running parallel to work. Learning results in changes in
knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors. Learning also enhances
organizational capacity for innovation and growth. (pp. 8–9)
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Gorelick, Milton, and April (2004) evidently supported the definition of a
learning organization as exposed by Watkins and Marsick (1993). It is their belief that a
learning organization
as individuals, groups and teams continuously engaging in new
processes to acquire, capture, store, disseminate, and reuse
knowledge. Learning cannot be separated from performing and is
a process that goes beyond time of entry into an organization or
prescribed training session. (p. 25)
In reviewing the literature, there are numerous definitions of a learning organization as
suggested by scholars and researchers in the professional realm of HRD, organizational
learning and development, and adult education. Although each definition is distinct, the
underlying theme is similar. See Table 1 for a visual depiction of the different definitions
of learning organization as defined by major theorists as developed in the 29 works of
McGrath (2002).
Characteristics of a learning organization. Many organizations may be
classified as a learning organization. However, each learning organization looks different
(Watkins & Marsick, 1993). Despite possible differences, there are a few commonalities
that would exist among the learning organizations regardless of the organization being
private, public, or non-profit. They include (a) leaders who model calculated risk taking
and experimentation, (b) decentralized decision making and employee empowerment, (c)
skill inventories and audits of learning capacity, (d) systems for sharing learning and
using it in business, (e) rewards and structures for employee initiative, (f) consideration
of long term consequences and impact on the work of others, (g) frequent use of crossfunctional work team, (h) opportunities to learn from experience on a daily basis, and (i)
a culture of feedback and disclosure (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).
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Senge (1990) outlined that learning organizations are equipped with five unique
disciplines that classify them as a learning organization. They are (a) personal mastery,
(b) shared vision, (c) mental models, (d) team learning, and (e) systems thinking.
Southworth (1994) in a study identified and listed the characteristics of a school
that uses principles of a learning organization. They include (a) paying attention to
students’ learning activities, (b) each teacher is constantly learning, (c) encourages
teachers to co-work or joint work with other faculty, (d) a university is a learning
organization, and (e) leaders in the university must be leaders in learning.
Kerka (1995) contends that any organization can be a learning organization
whether it is an educational institution, business, public, or private organization.
Additionally, learning is based on the assumption that learning is valuable, continuous,
and most effective when shared, and all employees within the organization are given the
opportunity to learn. Kerka (1995) identified six characteristics of a learning
organization. They include (a) provide continuous learning opportunities, (b) use
learning to research organizational goals, (c) linkage of individual performance with
organizational performance, (d) foster inquiry and dialogue promoting a safe
environment for people to share and take risk, (e) embrace creative tension as a source of
energy and renewal, and (f) aware and continuously interact with their environment.
Although there is a variation in the characteristics of a learning organization, the
emerging themes that exist across the scholars are (a) emphasizing communication
regarding learning, (b) providing support for learning, encouraging opportunities to learn,
and (c) promoting learning at all levels (i.e., individual, team, and organizational).
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Table 1
Major Theorists’ Definitions of Learning Organization and Organizational Learning
Date

Theorist

Definition

1963

Cyert & March

Organizational learning is an adaptive process through
which firms respond to environmental changes by readjusting their goals, attention rules, and service rules.
Organizations change their goals, shift their attention, and
revise their procedures for search as a function of their
experience.

1965

Cangelosi & Dill

Organizational learning is a sporadic, stepwise, adaptive
process that is the product of interactions among three
kinds of stress, generating both individual and
organizational level outcomes.

1969

Simon

Organizational learning is the growing insight and
successful restructuring of organizational problems by
individuals reflected in the structural elements and
outcomes of the organization itself. Learning consists of
changes in states of knowledge and organizational
outcomes.

1974

Duncan

Organizational learning is a process by which subunits
search for, collect, and use information about the
environment to make and execute effective decisions. The
process includes using different structures with the goals of
adapting to the environmental uncertainty, stability,
pressures, and changes.

1976

March & Olsen

Organizational learning is a process through which
organizations adapt their behavior in terms of their
experience. They modify their understandings in a way
that is intendedly adaptive. In the learning process, actors
impose order, attribute meaning, and provide explanations
to make sense of experience under conditions of ambiguity.

1978

Argyris & Schon

A learning organization is an organization in which its
members detect error or anomaly and correct it by
restructuring organizational theory of action (the norms,
assumptions, and strategies inherent in collective practices)
and by encoding and embedding the results of their inquiry
in organizational maps and images.
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Table 1 (Continued)
Date

Theorist

Definition

1978

Duncan & Weiss

Organizational learning is the process within the
organization by which knowledge about action-outcome
relationships and the effects of the environment on them
are developed. Learning is linked with sense-making
processes, which are interpretive routines to detect and
correct problems.

1980

Miller & Friesen

Organizational adaptation is a process through which
modifications in the evolutionary direction of the mutually
reinforcing organizational elements of strategy, structure,
and environment extrapolate past trends.

1981

Hedberg

A learning organization is an organization in which
members acquire and process information through
interaction with their environments in order to increase
their understanding of reality by observing the results of
their acts. Unlearning is the process through which
members discard knowledge, making way for new
responses and mental maps. Unlearning is accompanied by
relearning (i.e., making new connections between stimuli
and responses and modifying cognitive maps).

1981

Miles & Randolph

See Simon (1969).

1982

Chakravarthy

Organizational adaptation is the continuous process through
which the firm is fitted more particularly for existence
under the conditions of its changing environment.
adaptation is the primary purpose of strategic management.

1982

Meyer

Organizational adaptation is a process of selection,
interpretation, and response to feedback that maps
environmental attributes into theories of action encoded in
prevailing organizational strategies and ideologies.

1984

Daft & Weick

See Duncan & Weiss (1978).
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Table 1 (Continued)
Date

Theorist

Definition

1985

Fiol & Lyles

A learning organization is an organization that is in the
process of developing insights, knowledge, and
associations between past actions, the effectiveness of those
actions, and future actions. Adaptation is the ability to
make incremental adjustments as a result of environmental
changes, goal structure changes, or other changes.

1988

Levitt & March

Organization learning is a routine-based, history dependent,
target oriented process through which subunits encode
inferences from history into routines that guide behavior.

1989

Lundberg

See Simon (1969).

1990

Senge

A learning organization is an organization that is
continually expanding its capacity to create its future.
Adaptive learning (survival learning joined with
‘generative learning’—learning that enhances our capacity
to create.

1991

Huber

Organizational learning is the processing of information
that changes the range of the organization’s potential
behaviors; learning involves acquiring of knowledge that is
recognized as potentially useful to the organization.

1993

Kim

An organization that increases its capacity to take effective
action.

1993

Morris

A learning organization is an organization that facilitates
the learning of all its members and continuously transforms
itself.

1993

Watkins & Marsick

A learning organization is one that learns continuously and
transforms itself; learning takes place in individuals, teams
and the organization; learning is continuous, strategic,
integrated with work; learning results in changes in
knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors.

1993

Weick & Roberts

A learning organization consists of interrelating actions of
individuals, that is their ‘heedful interrelation’ which
results in a ‘collective mind.’
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Table 1 (Continued)
Date

Theorist

Definition

1994

Finger & Woods

Organizational learning means the active promotion of
learning activities within a given organization or
organizational subunit. The perspective is to actively foster
change and adapt to changes that have taken place outside
of the organization.

1995

Nevis, DiBelle, &
Gould

Organizational learning is the capacity or processes within
an organization to maintain or improve performance based
on experience.

1995

Thompson

A learning organization is the acquisition of organizational
knowledge to provide the foundation for rapid, dramatic
organizational change—a fundamental requirement for
organizational success.

Learning organization vs. organizational learning. The concept of learning
organization and organizational learning, although closely related and often used
interchangeably, are distinctly different (Song, Joo, & Chermack, 2009; Tsang, 1997).
The concept of learning organization is used to define a particular type of organization in
and of itself, whereas organizational learning makes reference to describing certain types
of activities that take place within an organization (Tsang, 1997). As asserted by Teece
(1998), an organization is said to be a learning organization through the implementation
of organizational learning. Conversely, organizational learning according to Finger and
Brand (1999) is described as “the activity and the process by which organizations
eventually reach the ideal of a learning organization” (p.136). Garvin (2000), like Finger
and Brand (1999), identified organizational learning as a collective process but expanded
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that it “takes place in and through interaction with and between a number of people”
(p.33). However, Marquardt (1996) provided a more detailed distinction between
learning organization and organizational learning. According to Marquardt (1996), a
learning organization’s focus should be on the “what” meaning the characteristics,
principles and systems of an organization that produces and learns collectively.
Conversely, organizational learning refers to the “how” meaning the proficiencies and
process of knowledge development.
Learning Organization Models and Theorist
Senge’s (1990) learning organization model. Senge’s (1990) work on The Fifth
Discipline has been a reference point for numerous researchers and scholars in the field
of learning organization. Senge (1990) defined the learning organization as one “where
people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new
and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free,
and where people are continually learning how to learn together” (p. 3). The five
principles that guided Senge’s (1990) learning organization model are (a) personal
mastery, (b) team learning, (c) mental models, (d) shared vision, and (e) systems
thinking. It is Senge’s belief that these principles are necessary elements for
organizations to grow, change, and continually learn. Further, the five principles are
essential in an organization’s ability to expand its capacity to innovate and “re-create
itself” for future success. (See Figure 5 for a visual representation of Senge’s five
principles that guides a learning organization).
Garvin’s (1993) learning organization model. The Garvin (1993) learning
organization model was developed on five main activities or building blocks. According
to Garvin (1993) a learning organization is skilled at five essential activities. They
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include (a) systematic problem solving, (b) experimentation with new approaches, (c)
learning from past experience, (d) learning from the best practices of others, and (e)
transferring knowledge quickly and efficiently throughout the organization. With each
activity and/or building block, there are distinctive mind-set, tool kit, and patterns of
behavior.

Building Shared
Vision

Mental
Models

Systems
Thinking

Team
Learning

Personal Mastery

Figure 5. The Five Principles that Guide the Learning Organization (Senge, 2000).

The first activity is systematic problem solving and is built on the philosophy and
methods of the quality movement. This included the organization relying on the
scientific method rather than guess work for diagnosing problems, using data rather than
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assumption as background for making decisions, and using simple statistical tools for
data organization and drawing inference.
The second activity and/or building block is experimentation. Within this
activity, the focal point is systematic searching for and testing of new knowledge. Garvin
(1993) asserted that experimentation activity is motivated by opportunity and expanding
horizons and not by current difficulties. It is identified in two forms: on-going programs
and one-of-a kind demonstration projects. On-going programs included a series of small
experiments designed to produce incremental gains in knowledge. Conversely,
demonstration projects are usually larger and more complex than on-going experiments.
The third activity is learning from past experience. Garvin (1993) recommended
that organizations must review their organization’s success and failures in a systematic
manner. It is equally important that lessons are recorded in a method that is open and
accessible to all employees.
The fourth activity and/or building block is learning from others. Garvin (1993)
asserts that sometimes learning is a result of receiving insight from outside one’s
immediate environment rather than from reflection and self-analysis.
The fifth and final activity and/or building block is transferring knowledge.
Garvin (1993) contends that knowledge should be spread quickly and efficiently
throughout the organization. This can mirror numerous practices, such as written, oral,
visual reports, site visits, personnel rotation programs, education and training programs,
and standardization programs.
Goh’s (1998) learning organization model. The new organizational archetype:
strategic and foundation building blocks of a learning organization model developed by
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Goh (1998) is built upon five core strategic building blocks. They include (a) mission
and vision, (b) leadership, (c) experimentation, (d) transfer of knowledge, and (e)
teamwork and cooperation. According to Goh (1998), “although presented as separate
dimensions, these building blocks are interdependent and mutually supportive conditions
in a learning organization” (p. 16). Two other essential building blocks within an
organization are organizational design, and employee skill and competencies. A brief
description of each building block is outlined in the next paragraph. See Figure 6 for a
visual depiction of strategic and foundation building blocks of a learning organization
developed by Goh (1998).
Clarity and support for the mission and vision building block emphasizes the
importance of the organization promoting proper communication of its clear mission and
vision. It is Goh’s (1998) belief that if the mission and vision is shared and understood
by all employees within the organization, the employees will feel more empowered to
take initiatives. Further, it would encourage employees’ actions to be aligned with the
goals and mission of the organization.
The shared leadership and involvement building block emphasizes the importance
of a shared leadership style in a nonhierarchical organization. However, this concept is
built on the premise of a highly competitive environment where calculated risk is
encouraged within the organization. Within this building block, managers play an
integral role as coaches and not controllers. The hierarchical rank structure is not the
focal point compared to the skill level an individual can contribute to the organization’s
performance. Leaders also have an essential role within this building block. It is
suggested that the leaders of the organization are equipped with the skills to facilitate
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change, possess the ability to provide feedback to employees, and possess the ability to
help identify problems and opportunities within the organization. It is further encouraged
that the leaders are willing and able to accept positive criticism with the view of
improving and learning from the criticism.
A culture that encourages experimentation is an essential component of promoting
a learning organization. Within this building block, it is strongly suggested that the
organization promotes an environment that encourages creating new knowledge, and
capitalizing on new opportunities within the organization. Additionally, it is encouraged
that employees question the usual manner in which things are done with the view of
suggesting new ideas for improvement.
The ability to transfer knowledge across organizational boundaries incorporates
numerous methods of transferring knowledge throughout the organization with the view
of solving problems and promoting creative new ideas. Transferring knowledge
throughout the organization can be demonstrated by the organization learning from and
effectively communicating past failure while conversing with the staff regarding
successful strategies, practices, and/or experiences.
Teamwork and cooperation is another essential building block in a learning
organization. Within this component, emphasis is placed on teamwork. Goh (1998)
suggested that “working in teams, employees bring collective skills and knowledge from
a variety of functional areas” (p.18). Goh (1998) further asserted that “a cross-functional
teamwork environment breaks down the stove-pipe syndrome, especially if employees
are frequently rotated among different teams as part of a deliberate career development
program and human resource management policy” (p.18).
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Clarity and Support for Mission/Vision

Transfer
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of
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An Experimenting Organizational Culture
Organization Design
that Supports
Learning

Employee Competencies
and
Knowledge Acquisition

Figure 6. The new organizational archetype: Strategic and foundation building blocks of a
learning organization developed by Goh (1998).
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Gardiner and Whiting’s (1997) learning organization model. The Gardiner
and Whiting (1997) learning organization model was developed as a result of research
conducted at a large defense-oriented engineering company in the southwest. The
objective of the research was to assist in the reorganization of the company based on the
principles of learning organization theory. Gardiner and Whiting (1997) identified the
characteristics of the existing culture within this organization as follows:
(a) The organization was hierarchical with up to six levels of management.
(b) Managers had little time to consider direction and future strategy.
(c) Communications were inefficient; there was no overall system.
(d) Information was seen to be the prerogative of management.
(e) Many employees were highly skilled and only performed one type of specialized
task.
(f) Decisions were top down; there was no discussion and no consensus.
The research methods that guided this study consisted of a mixed methods
approach which contained both interviews and a 70-item questionnaire. The
questionnaire consisted of a five point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to agree
and were responded to by 318 people. The questionnaire was guided by seven essential
principles for establishing a learning organization. The findings revealed (a) selfdevelopment (mean 3.23, SD 0.63), (b) learning strategy (mean 2.87, SD 0.72), (c)
learning climate (mean 3.01, SD 0.58), (d) employee participation in policy making
(mean 2.30, SD 0.77), (e) use of information (mean 2.94, SD 0.69), (f) empowerment
(mean 3.47, SD 0.55), (g) leadership and organizational structures (mean 3.05, SD 0.64),
and (h) links with the external environment (mean 2.73, SD 0.67).
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Griego, Geroy, and Wright’s (2000) learning organization model. The Griego,
Geroy, and Wright (2000) learning organization model was based on research conducted
on 48 working professionals in an HRD master’s program. The research design was
quantitative in nature and the objective was to determine whether training and education,
rewards and recognition, vision and strategy, information flow, individual and team
development, and gender were predictors of a learning organization from an HRD
practitioner’s perspective. Utilizing the literature on practitioners, the study categorized
five HRD domains based on learning organization domains. They include training and
education, rewards and recognition, information flow, vision and strategy, and individual
team development.
The results from the study revealed that there were two significant predictors of
the five predictor variables entered simultaneously using multiple linear regression of a
learning organization. They were rewards and recognition (p = 0.0003) and training and
education (p = 0.045). In other words, the participants in this study determined that
rewards and recognition, coupled with training and education, were more likely to assess
their work environment as a learning environment.
There are numerous models that support learning organization. However, the most
common models were identified and discuss in this section. Among all the models
discussed, there was one major commonality—collective and/or team learning. All
models view this component as an integral component of a learning organization.
Although not evident among all the models, other major themes that emerged were the
concept of individual learning, shared vision, and systems thinking and/or systems
problem solving.
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Learning Organization Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework that acts as the lens to illuminate and guide this study
is based on Watkins and Marsick’s framework of learning organization (1997), the
dimensions of learning organization. Watkins and Marsick’s (1997) learning
organization model consists of two major components: people who comprise an
organization, and the structures and culture created by social institution of the
organization. According to Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996), there are three levels of
organizational learning: individual, team or group, and organizational. Within this
learning organization model, the three levels of organizational learning are expanded.
The individual level is comprised of two dimensions of organizational learning:
continuous learning and dialogue and inquiry. The team and/or group level consists of
team learning and collaboration. Lastly, the organizational level consists of four
dimensions of learning: embedded systems, systems connection, empowerment, and
provide leadership for learning. See Table 2 for an explanation of the Watkins and
Marsick’s model (1997) of the seven dimensions of the learning organization.
Levels of Learning
Individual level. Watkins and Marsick (1993) contend that learning occurs at
three distinct levels within a learning organization: individual, team, and organization.
Although three distinct levels are identified, they are all interdependent upon each other.
Furthermore, all three levels are encouraged and maximized in learning organizations
(Marqurdt, 1996). The initial stage of the learning organizational level is the individual
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Table 2
Watkins and Marsick’s Model (1997) of the Seven Dimensions of the Learning
Organization
Dimension
Continuous Learning

Descriptive
Opportunities for ongoing education and growth
are provided; learning is designed into work so
that people can learn on the job.

Inquiry and Dialogue

The organizational culture supports questioning,
feedback, and experimentation; people gain
productive reasoning skills to express their
views and the capacity to listen and inquire into
the views of others.

Team Learning

Work is designed to use teams to access
different modes of thinking; collaboration is
valued by the culture and rewarded; teams are
expected to learn by working together.

Embedded System

Necessary systems to share learning are created,
maintained, and integrated with work;
employees have access to these high- and lowtechnology systems.

Empowerment

People are involved in setting and implementing
a shared vision; responsibility is distributed so
that people are motivated to learn what they are
held accountable to do.

System Connection

The organization is linked to its communities;
people understand the overall environment and
use information to adjust work practices; people
are helped to see the effect of their work on the
entire organization.

Strategic Leadership

Leadership uses learning strategically for
business results; leaders model, champion, and
support learning.

72

level. This level is crucial within an organization as it forms the foundation for team and
organizational learning. According to Senge (1990), individual learning does not
guarantee organizational learning, but without it no organizational learning occurs” (p.
236). Within this level, Marsick and Watkins (2003) asserts that “learning takes place
when disjuncture, discrepancies, surprises or challenges act as triggers that stimulate a
response” (p. 38). Utilizing their cognitive and affective understanding of the meaning of
the initial trigger, individuals select a strategy or action. After a plan or strategy has been
identified by the individual, it is implemented and either works or does not work.
Depending upon the outcome of the plan or strategy, the cycle is repeated (when the plan
does not work, it is repeated until it is successful). At this distinct level, the individual
actions are determined by factors such as skills, knowledge, and authority.
Within law enforcement, the individual levels are not influenced by the hierarchal
rank structure and can be at any rank. Some triggers within law enforcement that may
prompt learning at an individual level include being transferred to a new division or
station which may prompt learning, challenging criminal investigations, and
incorporating advanced technological equipment to enhance policing practices and
techniques.
Team/group level. Team/groups play an integral component in organizational
learning and are interrelated. Within law enforcement, teams/groups are overwhelmingly
evident and can be identified as patrol partners, guards (officers that work the same shift
together), the station, and/or investigative teams. Marquardt (1996) identified a few
characteristics that make learning at the team level successful. They include
teams/groups must think and learn as an entity, they must learn how to create and capture
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learning, and team/group learning should occur every time the team/group interacts.
Marquardt (1996) further contends that within the team/group level, learning is on selfmanaged learning with free flow of ideas. To ensure that a team/group is successful,
there should be a level of comfort to discuss experience both negative and positive as a
learning opportunity.
Organizational level. Learning at an organizational level is slightly different
although the individual and team level has an influence. At this level, learning is a
collective experience and is a result of interactive and interdependent processes (Marsick
& Watkins, 2003). Unlike at an individual level, learning is triggered by organizational
triggers such as environmental jolts or surprises, a new competitor, market downturns,
new technology, customer dissatisfaction, or new demands (Marsick & Watkins, 2003).
Within law enforcement, the organizational triggers that may prompt learning are
political influence, community and/or societal influences, criminal statistics, and the
judicial system. Figure 7 depicts the action imperatives as it relates to the organizations
theoretical framework.
Literature Review Summary
An in-depth review of the literature was conducted as it relates to two integral
components of this study. They were (a) transfer of training and the factors within the
work environment that influences/impedes the process and (b) learning organization and
perception of learning organizations. The review of literature revealed that the transfer of
training is an essential component in organization training and developmental, although
there is a discrepancy as it relates to the exact percentage of knowledge that is applied to
the work environment specifically as time progresses (Broad & Newstrom, 1992; Burke
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& Baldwin, 1999; Facteau et al. 1995). There have been numerous studies that focused
on the transfer of training. However, there were a minute number that examined the
work environment as an influence on the transfer of training process, organizational
culture, and climate (Velada et al., 2007); productivity (Kopelman et al., 1990); employee
retention (Sheridan, 1992); discipline (Franklin & Pegan, 2006); supervisor support
(Holton et al, 2000); and work environment (Lim & Johnson, 2002). Specifically within
the respective research, the researchers conducting the studies focused on examining a
particular variable and/or factor which is suggested to potentially be an impediment
and/or influence on the transfer of training, for example, organizational culture, climate,
lack of opportunity to use, etc.
A few major gaps were revealed as it relates to transfer of training and factors
within the work environment that impedes that transfer of training process. It is the
intention of this study to address some of the major gaps identified. First, unlike previous
research conducted, this research does not solely focus on the variables of support and
culture as the only possible variables to influence transfer of training but also is intended
to explore what other variables within the work environment is perceived by employees
to influence their work environment.
Second, there have been a variety of studies conducted on the influence of the
work environment as it relates to transfer of training. However, there were no studies
identified that researched this topic as it relates to law enforcement specifically in a
Caribbean context.
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Society

Connect the organization to its environment

Empower people toward a
collective vision
Establish systems to capture and
share learning
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change

Promote Inquiry and Dialogue
Create continuous learning opportunities

Figure 7. Learning Organization Action Imperatives (from Watkins & Marsick’s
Sculpting the Learning Organization, 1993).
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Third, there were limited studies that focused on the perception of factors of the
work environment that influence transfer of training in conjunction with the employees’
perception of the organization being a learning organization, one that promotes learning
practices, and culture at an individual, team, and organization level.
The concept of learning organization is another major component of organization
learning and development. Although it is often misconceived that an increase in training
promotes a learning organization, training is merely a characteristic of a learning
organization (Watkins & Marsick, 1997). There have been numerous studies that have
explored the field of learning organization. However, the majority of the studies appear
to be either a foundational platform for a theoretical model, such as success factors
(Gardiner & Whiting, 1997); building a learning organization (Garvin, 1993); strategic
building blocks (Goh, 1998), and predictors (Griego, Geroyu & Wright, 2000). The other
studies that focused on learning organizations appeared to be relational studies focusing
on a learning organization in relation to another variable or factor. Such studies include
perception of a learning organization and performance (Demers, 2009); learning
organization principles impact and employee perception (Rush, 2011); and learning
organization and readiness for change (Hague, 2008). However, there were only a few
studies that focused specifically on employees’ perception of the organization whether
generally or in relation to another variable. Such studies include relationship between
perceptions of learning organization and performance (Demers, 2009) and perceptions of
principals of a learning organization (Scuderi, 2007). However, there was only one study
found that focused on law enforcement from the perspective of implication for
professional and continuing education in law enforcement (Shannon, 2002).

77

There were a few gaps that were revealed as it relates to learning organization and
perception of a learning organization. First, there was only one study found that focused
on law enforcement. However, the focal point of this study was not the employees
perception of the organization as a learning organization. The focal point of this study
was the implication for professional and continuing development using the learning
organization as the theoretical framework.
Second, most of the research conducted as it relates to learning organization were
studies primarily in the United States and with other major countries. There were no
studies that were found that focused on the perception of a learning organization within
the Caribbean.
Third, Gardiner and Whiting (1997) assert one of the major influences to building
a learning organization is the organizational structure. In most instances, the
organizational structure is flat which lends to promoting a learning organization.
However, in law enforcement, the organizational structure is hierarchal which includes a
variety of rank structures and can possibly influence the perception of the organization
being a learning organization. Within this study, the law enforcement agency being
studied includes eight hierarchal ranks.
Last, most studies were either used as a theoretical platform for a model or were
researched in relation to another variable and learning organization. This study focuses
solely on the perception of a learning organization within law enforcement and whether
there is a distinction not only as it relates to the perception within the employees, but also
if there is a distinction in their perception at the individual, team, and organizational
level.
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Chapter 3
Methods

This chapter presents the research design and methods used in the study. Included
in the chapter are research design, study setting, participation selection, professional
development training, instrument, focus group, data analysis, and pilot study.
The research questions that guided this study were
1. What are officers’ perception of support from managers, supervisors, and peers
for implementing (transfer of training) in the work environment?
2. What are the perceptions of officers related to transfer of training, organizational
learning practices and promoting a continuous learning culture at an individual,
team/group, and organizational level?
3. What are the perceptions of officers related to other factors within the work
environment that influence training transfer?
4. Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization learning practices and
culture and promotion of a continuous learning at individual, team/group, or
organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and gender?
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Research Design
The research design was non experimental which used a mixed methods approach
(QUAN-QUAL). A review of the literature on the proposed topic revealed that in many
studies to date, research design has relied on correlations in order to demonstrate a
relationship between organizational climate (work environment) and transfer of training
(Baumgartel & Jeanpierre, 1972; Tracey et al., 1995) rather than the option to purposely
manipulate the transfer environment. One instrument for quantitative data was used.
Qualitative data was collected using focus groups.
Study Setting
The target population for this study was police officers within a Caribbean
country police department. These officers, approximately 2,500 in total, are responsible
for the maintenance of law and order, prevention and detection of crime, and
maintenance of peace within the country. To ensure that these officers are equipped with
the knowledge, skills, and abilities to perform their duties effectively, it is recommended
that these officers attend training at the respective training college. Training for these
officers vary from technical training such as computer, first aid, driving, and firearms
training to non-technical training which includes detective training, investigation, crime
scene investigation, and developmental training for respective ranks (Constables,
Corporals, and Sergeants). Officers are strongly encouraged to take professional
development training for a variety of reasons such as the need to be trained, need to be
promoted, and need for new knowledge, skills and abilities.
The police department represents a hierarchical organizational structure which
consists of a rank structure. The lower level rank structure consists of the ranks of
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Constables, Corporals, and Sergeants. The higher level rank structure consists of ranks of
Inspector, Chief Inspector, Assistant Superintendent, Superintendent, Assistant
Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner, and Commissioner of Police. Officers employed
by the police department range in age from 18 years through 60 years. These officers
include both genders (males and females), one race, and varying academic levels, and are
deployed throughout the police department at a variety of stations, departments, and
family islands districts in approximately 100 distinct locations.
Participant Selection
To ensure population validity, the sample was selected from the entire police
department using stratified sampling, which was approximately 10% (250 officers) of the
total population of 2,500 officers. The number of participants was selected to ensure
appropriate power and effect size. It was also the intention of the researcher to have a
large sample size to assist the research as it relates to power. The bigger the sample size,
the greater the power, thus minimizing the standard error.
Inclusion criteria for focus group. Characteristics of the sample were adults,
police officers of the rank of Constable, Corporal, and Sergeant between the ages of 18
years and 60 years, employed as full-time active employees within the police department,
and must have attended a professional development course at the police department
training college within one year period of the study. Approximately 500 officers receive
training within the initial Constable, Corporal, and Sergeant training courses, specialist
training course, computer training course, and detective training courses annually. It was
the intention of the researcher to locate volunteers that meet the inclusion criteria for the
focus group to participate.
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Inclusion criteria for questionnaire. Characteristics of the sample were adults,
police officers of all ranks, between the ages of 18 years and 60 years, employed as fulltime active employees within the police department.
The researcher or a representative collected a listing of all officers who
participated in training at the training college within a period of one year. The researcher
or a representative visited all departments within the police department using this
participant listing as a guide, and collected a census of the participants that attended the
training reflective of the ranks of Constable, Corporal, and Sergeant to avoid a nonparticipant bias. The researcher or a representative asked these officers to agree to
participate in the research.
To ensure that ethical issues of human subject participation was addressed,
participants were informed of their rights in accordance with the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) and given the opportunity to withdraw from the study at any time. At no
time were the participants placed in danger and rights violated. Regarding diversity
being addressed by the researcher, as English is the primary language spoken,
questionnaires, and focus groups were conducted in English.
Professional Development Training
Professional development training within law enforcement varies to include a
myriad of training reflected of the diverse duties and responsibilities of the law
enforcement officers. At the proposed law enforcement training college, there are
approximately four departments (referred to as schools) that provide professional
development training for this police agency. These schools include (a) Detective
Training School, which provides training courses such as intelligence training, drug
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investigations, sexual offences investigations, initial, intermediate, and advance
investigation training, initial, intermediate, and advance scenes of crime investigation
training, fingerprinting, initial steps at the crime scene, and photography; (b) In-Service
School, which offers developmental courses (Constable, Corporal, and Sergeant) and
refresher courses (Constable, Corporal, and Sergeant); (c) Specialist Training School,
which facilitates technical training such as driving, firearms, and defensive tactics; and
(d) Computer Training. Within each respective department, each training program is
offered a minimum of twice a year. The time period of the training course ranges from
one week to five weeks. The number of course participants range from 10-30
participants per course. The objective of professional training within this law
enforcement agency is to provide participants with the necessary skills, knowledge, and
values required to perform competently at their level. Each professional development
course has a course description, learning objectives, targeted audience, topics, and
sometimes prerequisites. On completion of the training, course participants are expected
to return to their respective posting and apply (transfer) the knowledge learned in the
course at their respective work environment. For this study, the participants were
required to have attended a minimum of one professional development training course.
Instruments
This section will provide an overview of the instrument utilized in the study. The
topics to be discussed in relation to the instrument include development, validity, and
reliability.
Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ-A). The
instrument utilized in this study was The Dimension of Learning Organization
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Questionnaire (DLOQ-A), a subset of the original Dimension of Learning Organization
Questionnaire (Marsick & Watkins, 2003). This instrument was originally developed to
measure the perception of learning practices and culture of organizations. The seven
dimensions of this instrument measure the organizational learning culture on the levels of
individual, group/team, and organization (Watkins & Marsick, 2003). It is a self-report
paper-pencil instrument that requires participants to rate their responses to the items. The
DLOA-A consists of 21 of the original 43 items of the original DLOQ. Although the
DLOQ-A is a shorter version, it consists of three adequate measures items for each of the
seven dimensions of the DLOQ and has better psychometric properties in terms of the
formation of an adequate measurement model. The DLOQ-A has been measured for
reliability and validity and utilized in a variety of studies and across a variety of cultural
contexts: United States, Columbia, China, Taiwan, Korea, and Malaysia (Chermack,
2009; Elinger et al., 2002; Hernandez, 2002; Lien et al., 2006; Song, Joo, & Zhang et al.,
2004; Yang, 2003; Yang et al., 2004). The results of these studies have verified the
applicability of the DLOQ in different cultures, providing internal consistency of each
item’s reliability (coefficient alpha range from .71 to .91) and reliable factor structure of
the dimensions of learning organization (Lien et al., 2006).
The DLOQ-A was selected for use in this research, as opposed to the DLOQ, as a
diagnostic tool which provides a comprehensive assessment of learning culture in seven
dimensions, and provides additional information regarding making decisions related to
intervention in the organization (Yang, 2003). However, because this research focused
on determining the theoretical relationships of the learning culture and other variables,
such as organization performance, transfer of learning, and organizational capability, the
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shorter version (DLOQ-A) is recommended (Yang, 2003). Although the abbreviated
version was used, the original concept remains valid. The seven dimensions measured on
this instrument include (a) create continuous learning opportunities, (b) promote inquiry
and dialogue, (c) encourage collaboration and team learning, (d) create systems to
capture and share learning, (e) empower people toward a collective vision, (f) connect to
organization to its environment, and (g) provide strategic leadership for learning. (See
Table 3 for an explanation of the three factors of the Dimension of Learning Organization
Questionnaire.)

Table 3
Explanation of Three Factors of the Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire
________________________________________________________________________
Factor
Dimension
Question #
________________________________________________________________________
Individual level

Continuous learning
Dialogue and Inquiry

1-6

Team or Group Level

Team Learning
Collaboration

7-9

Organizational Level

Embedded Systems
Systems Connection
Empowerment
Provide leadership for learning

10-21
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The DLOQ-A was utilized to address Research Questions 2 and 4 (What are the
perceptions of officers related to transfer of training, organizational learning practices and
promoting a continuous learning culture at an individual, team/group, and organizational
level? Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization learning practices and
culture and promotion of a continuous learning at individual, team/group, or
organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and gender?) Although the
instrument was validated at its initial development, the researcher validated the
instrument using factor analysis to ensure the seven factors are consistent. The
quantitative data from the questionnaire were analyzed using SPSS (e.g., calculate
Cronbach’s alpha).
The DLOQ has been validated in numerous studies for reliability and validity of
measures of learning in cultural context the United States, Colombia, China, Korea, and
Taiwan (Ellinger et al., 2002; Hernandez, 2000; Lien et al., 2006; Song, Joo &
Chermack, 2009; Yang et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2004). The findings from these myriad
of studies has confirmed the applicability of the DLOQ in different cultures with an
internal consistent of each item’s reliability (coefficient range from .71 to .91) and
reliable factor structure of the dimension of the learning (Lien et al., 2006).
Additionally, according to Song, Joo, and Chermack (2009), the DLOQ has been
utilized in a variety of studies using diverse subjects to address the overall organizational
circumstances that assist in valid factor constructs of measures including leadership,
organizational commitment, organizational creativity, job satisfaction, and learning
transfer in both educational and business settings and in both profit and nonprofit settings
(Hernandez, 2000; Joo, 2007; Lim, 2003; McHargue, 1999; Wang, 2005).
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Focus Groups
Qualitative data for this research was collected using focus groups. A focus group
was conducted at each respective grouping (supervisors, managers, and peers from
varying department within the organization) with the intention of answering Research
Questions 1, 2, and 4 (What are the perceptions of law enforcement officers regarding
organizational learning culture and practices and transfer of training? What are officers’
perception of support from managers, supervisors, and peers for implementing transfer of
training in the work environment? What are the perceptions of officers related to other
factors within the work environment that influence training transfer?) There were three
focus groups representing peers, supervisors, and managers. The focus group consisted
primarily of 5-10 persons. The inclusion criteria for the participants in the focus group
were that they must (a) be active and full time police officers, (b) be a peer, supervisor, or
manager, (c) be between the age of 18-60 years, (d) be between two years and 20 years of
service, (e) have participated in a professional development training course within the last
year at the training college, and (g) be employed with the law enforcement agency.
Participants were disqualified from the focus group if they did not meet the identified
criteria.
Recording procedures. The researcher designed a focus group protocol
specifically to answer Research Questions 1, 2, and 4. In accordance with Creswell
(2007),
the interview protocol enables a person to take notes during the
interview about the responses of the interviewee. It will also assist
the interviewer with organizing thoughts on items such as heading,
information about starting the interview, concluding ideas,
information for ending the interview, and thanking the respondent.
(p. 135)
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To this end, the researcher designed a specific focus group protocol which incorporated
all components suggested by Creswell (2007). See Appendix A for a copy of the focus
group protocol.
The researcher began the focus group with introductions of the participants. Then
she explained the informed consent procedures in compliance with the IRB Board of the
University of South Florida to ensure the researcher was addressing ethical issues as
outlined by Lipson (1994) as informed consent procedures, deception or covert activities,
confidentiality toward participants over risks, and particular requests that go beyond
social norms. See Appendix B for a copy of the moderator script. The researcher
reminded the participants that the session would be recorded for the purposes of data
collection. To protect the confidentiality of the participants, the researcher assigned
numbers to the participants as aliases. This also ensured that the researcher developed
case studies of individuals that represent a composite picture of the group rather than an
individual picture (Creswell, 2007). Upon completion of the introduction, the researcher
began the focus group using the established focus group protocol (Appendix A). Data
obtained from the focus group were stored in a locked cabinet and access was restricted
only to the researcher.
Data Analysis
Question 1. What are officers’ perception of support from managers, supervisors,
and peers for implementing (transfer of training) in the work environment?
The proposed data analysis for this question was used from data collected using
the focus groups. A descriptive summary of the officers’ perceptions of managers,
supervisors, and peer support was produced.
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Question 2. What are the perceptions of officers related to (a) transfer of training
and (b) organizational learning practices and promoting a continuous learning culture at
an individual, team/group, and organizational level?
First, the data pertaining to the officers’ perception of transfer of training were
collected from the questions within the focus group. The data were analyzed using open
thematic coding.
Second, the correlation was examined between the seven factors as indicated on
the DLOQ to determine if levels of correlation existed. Factors included creating
continuous learning opportunities, promoting inquiry and dialogue, encouraging
collaboration and team learning, creating systems to capture and share learning,
empowering people toward a collective vision, connecting the organization to its
environment, and providing strategic leadership for learning. See Appendix C for a copy
of the Dimension of Learning Organization Instrument.
Third, descriptive statistics, frequency distributions, and histograms to
demonstrate the scores (low and high) of officers who perceive the organizational
learning culture and practices as one promoting continuous learning were incorporated.
After examining the responses from the DLOQ instrument, the responses were
summarized descriptively using the different methods of graphical and numerical
statistics such as histograms and frequency tables. Based on the responses, the researcher
was able to identify the perceptions of the officers regarding the organization learning
practices and whether the organization is promoting a continuous learning culture.
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Question 3. What are the perceptions of officers related to other factors within
the work environment that influence training transfer?
Data were analyzed from the focus groups using open coding and themes.
Question 4. Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization learning
practices and culture and promotion of a continuous learning at individual, team/group, or
organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and gender?
The data for this question were collected using the data from the DLOQ-A. The
data were summarized using graphical and numerical descriptive statistics. To test for
significant differences related to gender, age, years of experience, posting, and rank, t
tests and ANOVAs were used. These tests allowed the researcher to identify if the
perception differed related to posting, gender, age, years of experience, or rank. This
information may be useful in assisting HRD Specialists in directing the necessary or
immediate professional development training to officers who really need it. The
anticipated sample size of 250 was adequate to obtain an effect size and power of at least
0.5 and 0.8 respectively. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance test is also
used in instances where the assumption of homogeneity is not met.
Qualitative data analysis. The data received from the focus group were
prepared and organized using a transcription software at the researcher’s discretion.
Upon completion of the transcription process, the data were analyzed into themes through
a process of open-coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Open coding is defined as the
process of “naming and categorizing” of a phenomena through close examination of
data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 62). A phrase/theme was categorized as the unit of
analysis. The data was represented in figures, tables, and/or discussions for
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interpretation. To ensure validity and reliability of the data, the data was checked by a
second researcher (committee member) who verified the coding system utilized by the
researcher and the results. Table 4 below indicates the data collection method for each of
the five research questions.

Table 4
Research Question and Data Collection Method
Research Questions

Data Collection Method

1. What are officers’ perception of support from
managers, supervisors, and peers for implementing
transfer of training in the work
environment?

Focus Group

2. What are the perceptions of officers related to
transfer of training, organizational learning practices and
promoting a continuous learning culture at an individual,
team/group, and organizational level?

DLOQ Instrument/
Focus Group

3. What are the perceptions of officers related to
other factors within the work environment that
influence training transfer?

Focus Group

4. Is there a distinction in the perception of
the organization learning practices, cultures and
promoting continuous learning at an individual,
team/group, or organizational level related to
gender, rank, years of service and posting ?

DLOQ Instrument
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Pilot Study
In an attempt to field test the questions for the focus group and the instrument, a
pilot study was conducted to mirror the proposed study (qualitative and quantitative).
The overall objectives of the pilot study were to minimize the response error in the
survey questions, determine if the questions were a cultural fit for the law enforcement
agency in the Caribbean, determine if the word choice/language was appropriate, and
ensure that the questions could be clearly understood by the participants regardless of
their academic level (high school diploma or Masters level). The pilot study was
categorized into two sections. Section 1 focused on the qualitative aspect of the study
(focus group), and Section 2 focused on the quantitative section of the study
(questionnaire). The participants selected for the study were the training instructors
employed within the Caribbean Law Enforcement Agency. These individuals were
selected for the study because they represented the organization in which the actual study
will be conducted and will be acclimated to the organizational culture, knowledgeable of
the factors which may impede or enhance transfer of training, and closely resemble the
proposed population for the actual study.
Participants. The pilot study setting was in a Caribbean police department
whose population consisted of approximately 3,000 police officers (hierarchal rank
structure ranging from Constable to Commissioner of Police), civilians, reservist, and
cadets. A convenience sampling technique was utilized and consisted of 29 training
instructors for the survey distribution, and 10 training instructors for the focus group.
Any participant who did not meet the inclusion criteria was excluded from the study. The
participants for this study were selected for this pilot study because they are immersed in
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the organization, have been exposed to organizational practices and policies, and all have
worked within the respective divisions/departments prior to teaching at this training
college. The inclusion criteria for the participants of this study were that they (a) must be
employed as full-time police officers within the police department, (b) must be between
the ages of 18-60 years, (c) must be attached to the training academy as an instructor or
recognized as a visiting instructor by the training college, (d) must be between the rank of
Constable and Superintendent of Police, and (e) must have a minimum of two years
employment within the police department. Additionally, study participants included both
genders. All participants who took part in the study were informed of their rights related
to the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Focus group. The focus group consisted of a total of 10 participants (6 females
and 4 males) all employed as training instructors within this Caribbean law enforcement
police department. The hierarchal rank structure of the participants consisted of
Corporals (70%) and Sergeants (30%) and was reflective of the subordinate to middle
management of the general population of this law enforcement agency. The academic
level of the participants ranged from Associates Degree (30%), Bachelor’s Degree (30%),
High School Diploma (20%), and other 20%. There was a variation in the years of
service which ranged from 11 to 15 years (50%), 16 to 20 years (30%), 21 to 25 years
(10%), and 5 to10 years (10%). The participants who volunteered to participate in the
study were advised of their rights in conformity with IRB. The session was recorded.
All participants verbally agreed to participate in the study. See Table 5 for demographic
characteristics of the sample of training instructors.
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Table 5
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample of Training Instructors for the Focus Group
Variable

n

%

Years of Service
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 years and over

5
3
1
1

50
30
10
10

Gender
Male
Female

6
4

60
40

Age
21 – 30 years
31 – 40 years
41 – 50 years
51 – 60 years

1
7
1
1

10
70
10
10

Current Rank
Corporal
Sergeant

7
3

70
30

2
3
3
2

20
30
30
20

Highest Educational level
High School Diploma
Associates Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Other
Note. N = 10.
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The moderator of the focus group began the session by reading the moderator’s
script which outlined the purpose and procedures for the focus group (see Appendix C).
Once all participants acknowledged their understanding of the purpose and the procedure,
the session began. A total of 10 of the 16 original questions were asked during the
sessions due to time constraints and overlapping of questions. The focus group lasted
approximately 90 minutes.
The major themes that emerged from the focus group relating to factors within the
work environment that impede training included (a) lack of resources; (b) negative
influence from supervisor, managers, and peers; (c) lack of training within the senior
rank, (d) disconnect between trainers and trainees; (e) resistance to training, (f)
bureaucracy, (g) fear, (h) lack of resources; (i) lack of supervisory support; (j) resistance
to change; (k) lack of motivation; (l) need for supervisory training; (m) not being
assigned to specialized departments (based on training); and (n) organizational culture
and consistent training.
As numerous themes emerged as factors that impede the transfer of training
process, the participants were asked to identify five factors in order of priority which
impedes the transfer of training process. See Table 6 below for a visual representation.
The participants were asked specifically how each of these factors impedes the
transfer of training. One participant responded to the lack of supervisory support and
commented:
I found being trained and coming back to my particular area,
although my supervisor is a higher rank than I am, they’re still
open to some of the information that I would present and then they
respect it. . . [But] sometimes there are a lot of people who really
get intimidated by you or they feel that when you come, you
actually come to take over because where you work belongs to
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them and they, they’re going to be there forever, and so they try to
suppress that knowledge, then that respect and understanding to
train you as a potential leader to move forward in the organization
is always good and that’s what I found.
Another participant responded:
Usually with participants, when they go back to their respective
stations, it is very difficult for them to implement what was learned
on the course, and the main reason for that most times they would
say is supervision. . .supervisors. So I’m thinking we. . .we need to
start from the top and then work our way down. . . supervisors are
not supporting.
Resistance to change was almost an equally emerging theme. The participants
indicated that this was a major impediment in the transfer of training process. One
participant indicated:
Yes, even though we may be doing it the wrong way—because we
practice it, we feel as if it is right. But we’re practicing something
that’s actually wrong. But that’s something we’ve been doing for
years and it’s hard to change. Even with training.
Although lack of resources emerged as a major theme, two subcategories were identified
man shortage and lack of funds for training. One participant indicated,
As a result of man shortage, this results in no training or persons
aren’t being able to be trained. Training is not a priority but the
individual is expected, hello, to perform.
Another participant indicated that,
Funding of training—Funding, if it is given, it’s [at] the last
minute. [It] results in frustration, disrespect, emotional drainage
and the individual not being prepared
Another category identified by the participants indicated that the bureaucracy and
organizational culture also plays an integral role in the transfer of training process. One
participant stated:
Yeah, sometimes the policies and bureaucracy are not as fast
moving as the things that are learned in the training environment
and the transition from the person who has just gotten some
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training experience, going back to that old environment, sometimes
he or she does not meet what they have just learned or experienced
at their old workplace. And so when they try and explain what
they have learned, the bureaucracy sometimes slows down that
process.
The need for supervisory training was also identified as an impediment in the
transfer of training process. One participant indicated “If the supervisor wasn’t trained
then they make it difficult for the person who has been trained to implement stuff.”
As related to influences of transfer of training process within the organization,
there were numerous themes that emerged. They included (a) learning friendly
environment, (b) motivation, (c) identifying a career path, (d) application of knowledge
learned, (e) mentoring by supervisors, (f) working in area trained, (g) administration and
management support, (h) development of instructors, (i) supervisors knowledge, (j)
match between content and learners’ ability, (k) cutting edge training, and (l) embracing
change. In an attempt to identify the major themes, the participants were asked to list in
order of priority, five factors within the work environment that influenced transfer of
training. See Table 7 for the percentage of individuals identifying factors that influence
transfer.
The highest ranking factors identified by participants of the focus group were
mentoring by supervisors. Mentoring by supervisors can be formal and informal.
However, the participants were specific that informal mentoring within the organization
is vital as an influence on the transfer of training process. One participant stated,
“ Mentorship has a role to play. . . informal mentoring.”
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Table 6
Number and Percentages of Participants Identifying Factors Impeding Transfer of
Training in the Work Environment
Factors
Lack of supervisory support
Resistance to Change
Lack of Resources
Bureaucracy and Organizational
Culture
Need for supervisory training
Note. N = 10.

n
7
6
5

%
70
60
50

4
4

40
40

Table 7
Factors that Influence Transfer of Training
________________________________________________________________________
Factors
n
%
________________________________________________________________________
Mentoring by supervisors
Identifying career path
Motivation
Applying knowledge earned
Training aligned with career goals

5
3
2
2

50
30
20
20

2
20
Note. N = 10.

One participant indicated that mentorship can have both a positive and a negative
impact on the transfer of training process. He exclaimed:
And I want to plug in an example if I may, of what I experienced
with that, how effective it is. I had a student who came in the class
and told me that for the purpose of the course and passing the
course he would adhere to what we are saying, but when he gets
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back (Work environment) because of who taught him what he
knows (Supervisor), he’s not changing. So I’m looking at that in
the fact as far as having the right type of mentorship.
Within law enforcement, although it is one general profession, there are numerous
career paths that an officer can pursue depending upon his interest, academic level,
special skills, and years of services. Such career paths include investigation, general
policing, forensic, auto mechanic, pilot, nurse, medic, and or clerical/administrative
duties. Within each specific career path, it is expected that the officer has competency,
knowledge, skills, and ability to perform the specific job task. Further, the officer must
have the knowledge learned in the training environment to be applied to the work
environment. During the focus group, the participants indicated that not identifying a
specific career path can have a direct influence on the transfer of training process.
Further emphasis was placed on officers being trained in one specific field; however, on
completion of the training, the officers were assigned to work in another field unrelated
to the training. Therefore, there was no opportunity to apply the knowledge learned in
the training environment to the work environment.
Motivation was identified as another theme that influences transfer of training.
However, motivation was not only limited to self, but was extended to included
motivation of peers and supervisors as having a direct impact on the transfer of training
process.
The last emerging theme expressed by the participants as a factor that influence
the transfer of training process is that the training is not aligned with their career goals.
To this end, individuals are being trained in a particular competency and/or skill that is
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not aligned with their individual career goals. Therefore, the opportunity to apply the
knowledge learned in the training environment to the work environment does not exist.
The findings from the pilot study were consistent with the literature that asserts
the following as factors within the work environment that impede or influence transfer of
training organizational culture (Bunch, 2007), locus of control (Rotter, 1996), lack of
executive coaching (Oilvero, Bane, & Kopelman, 1997), motivational factors (Mathieu et
al., 1992; Williams et al., 1991), opportunities to provide input into training decision
(Baldwin et al., 1991; Clark et al., 1993; Mathieu et al., 1992), supportive environment
transfer climate (Tziner et al., 1991), and person-environment fit and training transfer
(Awoniyi, Griego, & Morgan, 2002). However, two particular themes that emerged from
the focus group not mentioned in the literature were (a) identifying career path and (b)
training aligned with career goals as factors that influence the transfer of training process.
Suggested revisions for focus groups. As a result of the pilot focus group, and
in an effort to improve the actual focus groups for the study, some suggested changes are
listed below.
1. Ensure the time period of the focus group does not exceed 60 minutes as the
participants began to get tired and agitated.
2. Reduce the number of questions from 16 to five in an attempt to limit duplication
of questions, questions that did not provoke sufficient response, and/or questions
that were not directly related.
3. Ensure that the focus groups will be conducted in the morning rather than the
afternoon, because afternoons can become hectic within law enforcement.
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4. Ensure that refreshments are readily available as the culture is one where food
would be expected.
Instead of asking the participants their understanding of the training transfer
process, transfer climate, organizational learning, and work environment, the concepts
and/or definitions would be explained at the beginning of the focus group to ensure that
there will be clarity, and to limit any ambiguity with the concepts. This would also
ensure that the officers have an understanding of the concepts and can make valuable
contributions.
Revised Focus Group Questions.
1. Reflecting on your work environment (station/office/department), what do you
perceive as some opportunities that promoted or encouraged you to apply what
was learned in the training environment back to the work environment?
2. Reflecting on your work environment (station/office/department), what do you
perceive as some challenges that prevented you from applying what was learned
in the training environment back to the work environment?
3. What are your perceptions of support from managers, supervisors and peers for
implementing new learning (transfer of training) in the work environment?
4. In what ways, does the work environment and/or organizational climate
encourage/discourage the use of knowledge, skills and abilities learned in the
training environment to the work environment?
5. Think back to the last time you attended a training program (initial constable,
corporal or sergeant development course). What was the work environment like
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related to application of the knowledge you took back to the work environment:
(a) supportive, (b) lack of interest, (c) opportunity to use?
6. In order of importance, create a list of five factors within the organization that you
perceive as negatively impacting and positively influencing transfer of training?
Survey. The survey that was piloted on the training instructors was the
dimension of learning organization (Marsick &Watkins, 1997). The pilot of the
dimensions of learning organization was conducted in two sections. Section 1 focused on
the cognitive interview process (Think Aloud Process) based on the model of Tourangeau
(1984) which focused on (a) the comprehension of the questions and meaning of terms,
(b) retrieval from memory of relevant information (recall ability of information and recall
strategy), (c) decision process (motivation and sensitivity/social desirability), and (d)
response process - mapping the response (Willis, 1999).
The process is derived from the psychological procedures described by Ericcon
and Simon (1980). The objective of this process is for the subjects to think aloud as they
answer the survey questions. The role of the interviewer is to ask the questions and make
note of the process the subject took to arrive at their answer. There were three Think
Aloud cognitive interviews conducted at varying academic levels (High School Diploma,
Bachelor’s, and Master’s) reflective of the sample population. As a result, there were a
few small suggested alterations to the questions to better fit the organizational culture.
See Table 8 for Think Aloud Process by Question Number. These questions allowed the
researcher to collect an alternate form of data than the other types of questions.
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Table 8
Think Aloud Process by Question Number
________________________________________________________________________
Question
Number

Original Form of the
Question

Probe

Result

2

In my organization,
people are given time
to support learning

Is this question clear Question 2. In my
to you?
organization, people
are given time to
support learning (i.e.,
time to attend training
both on and off the
job).

8

In my organization,
teams/groups revise
their thinking as a
result of group
discussions or
information collected.

Is the term thinking
clear to you?

15

My organization
supports employees
who take calculated
risk.

Is this question clear My organization
for you?
supports employees
who take calculated
risk (e.g., use
initiative).

In my organization,
teams/groups revise
their thinking as a
result of group
discussions or
information collected
(e.g., organizational
policies and
procedures).
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Findings. The purpose of the pilot study was to check the instrument and
procedures to ensure they were workable. The first set of analysis involved calculating
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for all three constructs of the instrument
(individual, team/group and organizational). The results revealed that at an individual
level (questions 1-6) Cronbach’s alpha = .775, at a team or group level (questions 7-9)
Cronbach’s alpha = .759, at an organizational level (questions 10-21) Cronbach’s level =
.865, and the overall questionnaire (questions 1-21) Cronbach’s alpha = .908 all of which
demonstrates good reliability. Table 9 represents the reliabilities of the instrument.

Table 9
Reliabilities of all Scales for Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire
_____________________________________________________________
Variable
Number of Items
Cronbach’s Alpha
_____________________________________________________________
Individual
1-6
.775
Team/group
7-9
.759
Organizational
10-21
.865
Overall Questionnaire
1-21
.908
_____________________________________________________________

Correlation between dimensions. A correlation analysis was conducted to
determine if there was a positive or negative correlation between the three
dimensions/levels (individual, team, and organizational). The results revealed that there
was a strong positive correlation between the three levels (individual, team/group,
organizational). Individual vs. team was r = 0.77480, p < 0.0001. Individual vs.
organizational was R = 0.52248, p < 0.0036. Team level vs. individual level was R =

104

0.77480, p < .0001. Team level vs. organizational level was r = 0.54646, p < 0.0022.
Organizational level vs. Individual was r = 0.52248, p < 0.0036. Organizational level vs.
team was r = 0.54646, p < 0.0022.
Demographic profile. There were a total of 29 instructors who participated in
the study of which 48.3% were females and 51.7% males. The hierarchical rank structure
ranged from Constable to Superintendent of which 3.45 of them were of the rank of
Superintendent, 3.4 % were Assistant Superintendent, 10.3% were Inspectors, 41.4%
were Sergeants, 27.6% were Corporals, and 13.8% were Constables. The academic level
of the instructors varied and included instructors with a high school diploma, 12 (41.1%);
Associates, six (20.7%); Bachelor’s LLB, one (3.4%); Bachelor’s other, three (10.3%);
and Master’s Degree, five (17.2%). See Table 10 for demographic profile of the training
instructors.
Research Question 1. What are officers’ perception of support from managers,
supervisors, and peers for implementing (transfer of training) in the work environment?
The questionnaire consisted of 21 items which reflected the perception of the
organization promoting continuous learning at an individual level (Questions 1-6) at a
team/group level (Questions 7-9) and at an organizational level (Questions 10-21). The
study participants were asked to rate their response on a scale of 1 (almost never), to 6
(almost always). Therefore, a score of 3 is interpreted as neutral. Any statement score
above 4 suggests that the organization is perceived as a learning organization with that
particular statement. Likewise, any statement score below 3 suggests that the
organization is not perceived as a learning organization with that particular statement.
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The results and data revealed that of the 21 items on the questionnaire 16 (76.2%),
means were lower than 3 and the highest mean being 3.41 suggesting that the instructors
within this training academy do not perceive the organization as one that promotes
continuous learning. (See Table 10 for demographic characteristics of sample of training
instructors.)
Research Question 2. What are the perceptions of officers related to the transfer
of training, organizational learning practices and promoting a continuous learning culture
at an individual, team/group, and organizational level?
The results and data as shown in Table 12 revealed that the training instructors do
not perceive the organization as one that promotes continuous learning at an individual
level (group mean = 2.98 with a standard deviation of 0.74). As it relates to the team or
group level, the training instructors do not perceive the organization as one that promotes
continuous learning (group mean = 2.81 with a standard deviation of 0.75).
Research Question 4. Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization
learning practices and culture and promotion of a continuous learning at individual,
team/group, or organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and
gender?
The results from this question were obtained using ANOVA analysis. The
analysis for individual level and gender revealed that at an individual level, there is no
significant gender difference (F = 0.09, df = 1, p = 0.7728). Team level and gender
revealed that there was no significant difference (F = 0.01, df = 1, p = 0.9078). At
organizational level and gender, there was no significant difference (F = 0.33, df = 1, p =
0.5676).
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Table 10
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample of Training Instructors
Variable

%

Years of Service
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 years and over

6.9
24.1
20.7
34.5
13.8

Gender
Male
Female

51.7
48.3

Age
21-30 years
31–40 years
41-50 years

6.9
48.3
4.8

Current Rank
Constable
Corporal
Sergeant
Inspector
Assistant Superintendent
Superintendent

13.8
27.6
41.4
10.3
3.5
3.5

Highest Educational level
High School Diploma
Associates Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Bachelor’s (LLB)
Master’s Degree
Note. N = 29.

41.1
20.7
10.3
3.4
17.2
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Lastly, at the organizational level, the training instructors do not perceive the
organization as one that promotes continuous learning (group mean = 2.72 with a
standard deviation of 0.65).

Table 11
Summary of Participants Response

Question

Mean

SD

Minimum
Response

Maximum
Response

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

3.41
3.41
2.90
2.83
2.83
2.52
2.76
3.17
2.52
2.41
2.62
2.38
2.76
2.38
2.28
2.62
3.72
2.83
2.69
2.97
3.03

1.053
1.053
1.012
1.227
1.071
1.056
.830
.966
.949
.983
1.015
.862
.830
1.015
.922
1.049
1.131
1.037
1.004
.981
1.017

2.0
2.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

5.0
6.0
5.0
6.0
6.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0

Note. N = 29.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics by Category Level
Category

Questions

Group
Mean

Standard Deviation
of Group

Individual

1-6

2.98

Team/Group

7-9
10-21

Organizational

Min
.

Max.

0.74

1.83

4.83

2.82

0.75

1.33

5.00

2.72

0.65

1.42

4.50

Note. N = 29.

As related to rank, the results indicated that at an individual level, there was no
significant difference (F = 0.36, df = 5, p = 0.8691). At the team/group level and rank,
there was no significant difference (F = 0.16, df = 5, p = 0.9743). At the organizational
level and rank, there was no significant difference (F = 0.16, df = 5, p = 0.9743).
As related to age, the results revealed that there were no significant differences at
an individual level (F = 2.04, df = 2, p = 0.1506). At the team/group level, there was no
significant difference (F = 0.79, df = 2, p = 0.4633). At an organizational level, there was
no significant difference (F = 0.10, df = 2, p = 0.9088).
In terms of the number of years of service, the results revealed that there was no
significant difference (F = 1.69, df = 4, p = 0.1862). At the team/group level, there was
no significant difference (F = 3.58, df = 4, p = 0.0199). Lastly, at an organizational level,
there was no significant difference (F = 3.58, df = 4, p = 0.0199). See Table 13 for the
results of the variable
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Table 13
Results of the Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire Results by Dimension
_______________________________________________________
Dimension
Variable
Results
_______________________________________________________
Individual

Gender
Rank
Age
Years of Service

No Significance
No Significance
No Significance
No Significance

Gender
Rank
Age
Years of Service

No Significance
No Significance
No Significance
No Significance

Team/Group

Organizational
Gender
No Significance
Rank
No Significance
Age
No Significance
Years of Service
No Significance
________________________________________________________
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Chapter 4
Findings

The purpose of this study was to determine law enforcement officers’ perception
of factors within the workplace that influence transfer of training and their perception of
the organization being a learning organization. This chapter represents the findings of the
study. Included in the chapter are: (a) participant response rate, (b) demographic
information analysis, (c) research questions findings, and (d) summary.
Participant Response Rate
The methods used to collect data for this study were mixed methods including
qualitative and quantitative. The qualitative data were collected using focus groups (two
focus groups) and the quantitative data were collected using a survey (DLOQ-A). There
were a total of 305 law enforcement officers who participated in the study (15 focus
group participants and 290 surveys completed). As for the quantitative data, there were
initially 296 surveys that were distributed and collected. However, six (0.02 or 2%)
surveys were eliminated from the study due to the participants not meeting the inclusion
criteria. Therefore, 290 surveys were used in this study for data analysis.
Focus group participants. There were two focus groups conducted: one with
subordinate officers (constables and corporals) and one with managers (sergeants). See
Table 14 for the Constables and Corporals focus group demographics and Table 15 for
the Sergeants focus group demographics. Of the 15 law enforcement officers, six (40%)
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were females and nine (60%) were males. The hierarchical rank structure ranged from
Constable to Sergeant of which six (40%) were Sergeants, seven (46%) were Corporals,
and two (13%) were Constables. The academic level of the law enforcement officers
varied and included law enforcement officers with a high school diploma, five (33%);
Associates Degree, two (13%); Bachelor’s Degree, four (27%); Master’s Degree, one
(7%); and Other, 3 (20%).
Survey participants. Of the 290 law enforcement officers who participated in
the study, 104 (35.86%) were females and 186 (64.14%) were males. The hierarchical
rank structure ranged from Constable to Superintendent of which two (0.69 %) were
Superintendent, 10 (3.45% ) were Assistant Superintendents, three (1.03%) were Chief
Inspectors, 16 (5.52%) were Inspectors, 45 (15.52%) were Sergeants, 86 (29.66 %) were
Corporals, and 128 (44.14%) were Constables. The academic level of the law
enforcement officers varied and included law enforcement officers with a high school
diploma, 185 (64.24%); Associates Degree, 50 (17.36%); Bachelor’s Degree, 28
(9.72%); Master’s Degree, four (1.39%); and Other, 21 (7.29%). All participants were in
this study race was black as all officers in this organization are black. See Table 16 for
demographic profile of participants in survey.
Focus Group Results
The researcher read through all focus group transcripts (data) and wrote notes.
Categories and responses were coded using thematic coding. Codes were used to
generate categories and themes by aggregating similar codes together. A peer reviewer
read through all the transcripts (data) and coded segments into categories and themes.
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Table 14
Demographic Characteristics of Participants in Constable’s and Corporals’ Focus
Group
______________________________________________________________________
Variable
n
%
______________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
7
77.8
Female
2
22.2
Age
21-30 years
2
22.2
31- 40 years
5
55.6
41-50 years
2
22.2
Current Rank
Constable
2
22.2
Corporal
7
77.8
Highest Educational level
High School Diploma
4
44.4
Associates Degree
1
11.1
Bachelor’s Degree
4
44.4
Current Posting
Patrol Officer
2
22.2
Station Duties
4
44.4
Detective
3
33.3
Years of Service
Under 5 years
2
22.2
6 to 10 years
1
11.1
11 to 15 years
2
22.2
16 to 20 years
2
22.2
21 to 25 years
2
22.2
Note. N = 9.
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Table 15
Demographic Characteristics of Participants in Sergeants’ Focus Group
Variable

n

%

Gender
Male
Female

2
4

33.3
66.7

3
3

50.0
50.0

Current Rank
Sergeant

6

100.0

Highest Educational level
High School Diploma
Associates Degree
Master’s Degree
Other

1
1
1
3

16.7
16.7
16.7
50.0

Current Posting
Patrol Officer
Station Duties
Detective
Family Island
Administration

1
1
2
1
1

16.7
16.7
33.3
16.7
16.7

Years of Service
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
26 years and over

1
3
1
1

16.7
50.0
16.7
16.7

Age
31- 40 years
41-50 years

Note. N = 6.
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Table 16
Demographic Characteristics of Participants in Survey
_________________________________________________________________
Variable
n
%
_________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
186
64.14
Female
104
35.86
Age
Under 20 years
1
.34
21-30 years
88
30.34
31 – 40 years
111
38.28
41-50 years
70
24.14
51-60 years
20
6.90
Current Rank
Constable
128
44.14
Corporal
86
29.66
Sergeant
45
15.52
Inspector
16
5.52
Chief Inspector
3
.10
Assistant Superintendent
10
3.45
Superintendent
2
.69
Highest Educational level
High School Diploma
185
64.24
Associates Degree
50
17.36
Bachelor’s Degree
28
9.72
Master’s Degree
4
1.39
Other
21
7.29
Current Posting
Administration
47
16.21
Band
6
2.01
Clerical
5
1.72
Detective
49
16.90
Family Island
28
9.66
Firearms
18
6.21
Investigations
13
4.48
Maintenance
3
1.09
Other
12
4.14
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Table 16 (Continued)
___________________________________________________________________
Variable
n
%
___________________________________________________________________
Patrol Officer
40
13.79
Station Duties
58
20.00
Technical
11
3.79
Years of Service
Under 5 years
56
19.31
6 to 10 years
62
21.38
11 to 15 years
46
15.86
16 to 20 years
34
11.72
21 to 25 years
53
18.28
26 years and over
39
13.45
___________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.

The researcher used the research questions from this study as the framework for
analyzing the data. Themes were identified when participants responded to the focus
group question and were noted. A note was made of each similar response and then
categorized as a theme. A second coder also reviewed data and identified major
categories and themes based on the research questions posed for this study. This helped
to determine the accuracy of the identified categories and themes. Member checking
helped in the triangulation of the coding and analysis of the data. Comparisons were
made from the data to make sure it was consistent with the text from the focus group and
examined to assess the extent to which the findings might be supported by the literature
review.
Research Question 1. What are officers’ perception of support from managers,
supervisors, and peers for implementing transfer of training in the work environment?
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Constables’ and Corporals’ focus group. The moderator of the focus group
began the session by reading the moderator’s script which outlined the purpose and
procedures for the focus group. See Appendix C for a copy of the moderator’s script.
Once all participants acknowledged their understanding of the purpose and the procedure,
the session began.
The major themes that emerged from the focus group relating to officers’
perception of support from manager, supervisors, and peers for implementing transfer of
training in the work place were (a) favoritism/cliques, (b) resistance to change, and (c)
attitude towards training. The participants were specifically asked what were their
perceptions related to support from managers, supervisors, and peers related to transfer of
training in the work place. Below are examples of statements made by the officers.
One participant responded that the level of support an officer received from
managers, supervisors, and peers is dependent upon who the individual officer is. The
participant elaborated by stating
Sometimes I feel as though it is the supervisor and if you are not in
the clique, you would not receive the relevant training to be able to
apply it to the work environment. It causes me to wonder if this is
based on personality, gender, or personal relationships within the
organization determining who would get training to be able to
apply to the work environment.
Managers, supervisors, and peers negative attitude towards training was an
emerging theme as it related to influences of support to the transfer of training process.
For example, one participant responded by stating
Some officers have a negative attitude towards training. This is a
major barrier to training and the ability to apply what is learned in
the training environment to the work environment. This makes it
very difficult for people to apply the knowledge learned to the
work environment.
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The final theme that emerged was related to support from managers, supervisors,
and peers was resistance to change. One participant responded
I have found that those senior officers are not open to change as it
relates to those officers that attended training and returned to the
work environment. The older senior officers especially are not
open to new ideas and new knowledge and are not willing to
change. There are some instances where the younger officers who
would have been exposed to training would often be more
receptive to training and the ability to apply the knowledge learned
from training to the work environment.
Research Question 2. What are the perceptions of officers related to transfer of
training, organizational learning practices and promoting continuous learning culture at
an individual, team/group, and organizational level?
The participants of the focus groups were asked to list in order of priority five
factors and/or characteristics they perceived as influences and impediments related to
transfer of training. The major themes that emerged as negative influences were: (a) lack
of resources, (b) lack of support from supervisors, (c) supervisors and peers resistance to
change and new knowledge, (d) favoritism, (e) deployment of officers, and (f)
dissemination of information/knowledge. See Table 17 for the percentage of individuals
identifying factors that impede transfer of training.
The participants were asked specifically how each of these factors impede the
transfer of training. The theme with the highest percentage was lack of resources
(88.9%). One participant responded to lack of resources within the organization and
commented:
As officers for example, we would go and receive firearms training
but when we returned to the work environment, there would not be
sufficient resources such as firearms and ammunition to use in that
work environment or there would not be the same firearms we
were trained with.
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Table 17
Number and Percentages of Focus Group Participants Identifying Factors Impeding
Transfer of Training in the Work Environment
_________________________________________________________________
Factor
n
%
_________________________________________________________________
Lack of Resources
8
88.9
Lack of supervisory support
6
66.7
Resistance to change (supervisors and peers)
4
44.4
Favoritism
3
33.3
Deployment of officers
3
33.3
Dissemination of information/knowledge
3
33.3
_________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 9.

Another participant responded:
As it relates to legislature, we are required to implement
laws/rules/regulation (e.g., seat belt laws) when we are not exposed
or are privy to such information. This makes it impossible to be
able to implement the knowledge if not exposed to the relevant
training. It is impossible to enforce or transfer knowledge what
one was not exposed to or received.
Another participant stated:
Personally, I work at the XXX Station. However, I went on a
mobile patrol officers’ course and when I returned, I was not able
to implement or enforce what I learned on that patrol course
because at the station, my primary duty and responsibility is not
patrol and we really do not have the resources for this patrol, in
this case a patrol vehicle. Our vehicles at the station are for
investigating complaints and not necessarily patrol.
Lack of supervisory support was almost an equally emerging theme (66.7%). The
participants indicated that this was a major impediment to the transfer of training process.
One participant indicated
Encouragement from supervisory ranks as it relates to putting
things in place or executing information you would have learned in
the training environment. For example, giving you the freedom to
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go out and apply what you learned in the training environment to
the workplace.
Another participant who identified supervisory support as a factor indicated a more
pleasant experience. The participant stated
My experience in the investigative section is that if you go and
learn something new that others in the department are not so
familiar with (e.g., copy right law) then the supervisors would
encourage those that attended the training to share that knowledge.
So, those that attended the training are encouraged to share the new
knowledge that they have learned.
The third factor identified as a factor that influences transfer of training is
resistance to change by supervisors, managers, and peers within the organization. This
received a percentage of 44.4%. When questioned about exactly how resistance to
change influences transfer of training, one participant explained
I have found that those senior officers, are not open to change as it
relates to those officers that attended training and returning to the
work environment willing to transfer knowledge. The older senior
officers especially are not open to new ideas and new knowledge
and are not willing to change. There are some instances where the
younger senior officers who would have been exposed to training
would often be more receptive to training and the ability to apply
the knowledge learned from training to the work environment.
Another participant stated
If officers do not perceive the new knowledge as something that
would directly impact them, then in most instances they would not
receive the information. This makes it extremely difficult to apply
the knowledge.
Favoritism, deployment of officers and dissemination of information, and/or
knowledge were identified as factors equally impeding the transfer of training process
with a percentage of 33.3%. When questioned exactly how each of these factors impede
the transfer of training process, one participant explained how favoritism impeded
transfer of training.
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Sometimes because officers are not in the right clique (group
favored in work environment) then the information they have to
share with others is not received. However, if the information to
be shared is by someone who is favored in the work environment
then that information would be well received and possibly applied
to the work environment.
As it relates to deployment of officers and how this impedes the transfer of
training process, one participant responded
Another thing that I realize preventing the transfer of training is
poor deployment (current job posting) within the organization. An
officer who is trained in one area would be required to go and
work in a completely different area not relevant to the training
received. For example, an officer who is trained in scenes of
crime—when they are finished with that training, they are usually
placed in uniform (unrelated area). So that officer is not able to
apply any of that knowledge learned in the training environment
back to the work environment. Also, if the need arises for a scenes
of crime officer while working in uniform, and that officer is
willing to perform in that capacity, that officer would not be
allowed to by supervisors because they would be told that is not
their capacity to perform.
As it relates to dissemination of information and how this impedes transfer of training,
one participant indicated
The culture within the force is not one that shares information.
Information is often hidden especially by senior
officers/administration and viewed as a source of power. So those
individuals that have the information are viewed as the individuals
with power. A good example of this is Force Orders (policies) that
are disseminated from the Commissioner of Police. Junior officers
often have to search for such information, they are not readily
available.
Another essential point related to dissemination of information was regarding those
officers who attended training whether local or international. It is perceived that there
should be some mandatory requirement by the organization to share the new knowledge
gained with the view of transferring it to the work place. One participant expounded
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If and when these officers get the opportunity to go off to school or
receive specialized international training, they should be required
to share this information learned [while on training] to the training
college in the form of seminars or workshops with the view to
apply this knowledge to the work environment. However, they are
not required to share this information with the general population
of the force. It should be a policy from the Commissioner. That
once officers receive a high level of training (e.g. different level
degrees, international specialized training) these officers should be
required to share this information even if at the training school on
different courses.
The participants were asked to indicate what factors they perceive can positively
influence the transfer of training process. The major themes that emerged were (a)
management and supervisors’ support, (b) availability of resources, (c) deployment of
trained officers, (d) freedom to implement new knowledge learned, and (e) availability of
training and desire to be trained. See Table 18 for the percentage of individuals
identifying factors that positively influence transfer of training.
Research Question 3. What are the perceptions of officers related to other
factors within the work environment that influenced transfer of training?
When asked what officers perceived were other factors within the work
environment that influence transfer of training, the following major themes emerged: (a)
paper vs. practices in promoting learning and application of knowledge, (b) lack of
interest in new knowledge, (c) personality of commanding officers, (d) traditional vs.
modern policing practices, and (e) work environment culture.
Within law enforcement, there are usually numerous organizational policies and
procedures that influence internal and external training. However, in some instances, the
organizational policies on training are not in alignment with what is actually practiced.
When asked to elaborate on how paper vs. practice operates in promoting learning and
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Table 18
Number and Percentages of Participants (Corporals) Identifying Factors Positively
Influencing Transfer of Training in the Work Environment
______________________________________________
Factor
n
%
______________________________________________
Management/supervisors support
5
55.5
Availability of resources
4
44.4
Deployment
3
33.3
Availability of training/desire to be trained 3
33.3
Freedom to implement new knowledge
2
22.2
______________________________________________
Note. N = 9.

application of knowledge, one participant stated
I think on paper the organization encourages learning but in
practice the organization does not encourage learning or the
application of knowledge learned to the work environment. One of
the goals of the Commissioner is training. However, in practice,
there are so many barriers related to receiving training and
applying training in the workplace.
Another theme that emerged was lack of interest in new knowledge learned. One
participant indicated
If officers do not perceive the new knowledge as something that
would directly impact them, then in most instances, they would not
receive the information. This makes it extremely difficult to apply
the knowledge.
Personality of the commanding officer was also identified as a major theme. One
participant responded
If the commanding officer and the station sergeant and/or
administrator personality do not agree with the subordinate officer,
then that work environment can be extremely difficult for that
subordinate officer to transfer knowledge.
Another participant indicated that the commanding officer can also have a positive
influence on the transfer of training process. The participant stated
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While working as a detective, I had the opportunity to attend
training at the training college. When I returned to the work
environment, my commanding officer encouraged me to apply the
knowledge I learned in training to the work environment.
Another participant identified personality as another factor that influences transfer
of training. However, the participant elaborated on personality as it related to
subordinates and supervisors. The participant indicated
Sometimes I feel as though it is the supervisor and if you are not in
the clique, you would not receive the relevant training to be able to
apply it to the work environment. It causes me to wonder if this is
based on personality, gender, or personal relationships within the
organization would determine who would get training to be able to
apply to the work environment.
Another participant asserted
If the commanding officer and the station sergeant/administrator
personality do not agree with the subordinate officer, then that
work environment can be extremely difficult for that subordinate
officer to transfer knowledge.
Traditional versus modern policing practices was also identified as other factors within
the work environment that influenced the transfer of training process. When asked to
explain, one participant affirmed
There appears to be a clash between old school policing and
modern policing as it relates to training and transfer of training.
My current commanding officer is considered to be a modern
police officer and he truly encourages training and the application
of training. Once officers are trained, he wants to see the end
result. However, I have worked with more traditional
commanding officers who do not encourage training and the
application of training to the work environment. The traditional
commanding officer would see training as an individual gain and
not an organizational gain and did not provide the opportunity to
share.
The last characteristic that was identified as other factors within the work environment
that influenced the transfer of training process was work environment culture. When
further questioned as to how, one participant indicated
124

Another thing what I have realized is that when officers go on
training courses at the training college and returned to their work
environment, they are told by supervisors and peers that the
information learned at the training environment is only applicable
at that training environment and not the work environment or the
real world. The station culture is superseding force policy and
what is being taught at the training school.
Sergeants’ focus group. The moderator of the focus group began the session by
reading the moderator’s script which outlined the purpose and procedures for the focus
group See Appendix C. Once all participants acknowledged their understanding of the
purpose and the procedure, the session began.
The participants were asked what level of support they perceived they received
from their manager, supervisor, or peers as it related to applying new knowledge that was
learned in the training environment to the work environment. As a result of this question
and discussions among the group, it appeared as though the participants did not perceive
themselves as receiving support from managers, supervisors, and peers. The major
themes that emerged from the focus group relating to officers’ perception of support from
manager, supervisors, and peers for implementing transfer of training in the work place
were (a) limited training of peers and supervisors, (b) attitude and individual personality,
and (c) lack of value of knowledge.
As it related to limited training of peers and supervisors one participant indicated
The practical knowledge that was learned on the training course
when I try to reinforce that with the officers, they would not take it
serious despite the seriousness of the training. I think they did this
because of their limited individual level of training and their
maturity level. I think that if officers do not receive that particular
training directly, they are not interested in the knowledge from the
training. You would attend a training course, return to the work
environment, and try and train. However, the officers do not take
it seriously.
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As it relates to attitude and individual personality as an influence on level of
support, one participant indicated
I know that people say personality does not have anything to do
with it but personality still plays a big role in getting things done.
The manner in which you deal with people whether on the job or
off the job would be a factor in the amount of support you would
receive in the work environment. Sometimes you have to get in
the inner spirit of someone before you can get that level of support
from that individual. The knowledge you have to transfer is more
likely to be receive because of your personality and whether or not
you are liked or disliked by peers/supervisor and managers.
The final theme that emerged related to perception of support by managers,
supervisors, and peers was lack of value of knowledge.
I think that supervisors/managers and peers need to have an
appreciation of the knowledge that you have in order to receive
their support and the information to be transferred to the work
environment. For example, in scenes of crime in 2004 when there
was support from supervisor, there was no problem obtaining the
materials needed to transfer the knowledge learned in training to
the work environment. However, when there was a switch in the
supervisor to one that do not have an appreciation for scenes of
crime, there was great difficulty with obtaining the materials
needed to apply what was learned in the training environment back
to the work environment.
Research Question 2. What are the perceptions of officers related to transfer of
training, organizational learning practices, and promoting continuous learning culture at
an individual, team/group, and organizational level?
The focus group was used to address the overall perception of officers related to
transfer of training. The participants of the focus groups were asked to list, in order of
priority, five factors and/or characteristics they perceived as influences and impediments
related to transfer of training. The major themes that emerged as positive influences were
(a) motivation and support from management, supervisors, and peers; (b) reception of
new knowledge; (c) training applicable and disseminated throughout the organization; (d)
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attitude towards learning; and (e) incentive for attending training. See Table 19 for the
number and percentages of participants identifying factors positively influencing transfer
of training in the work environment. See Table 20 for participants identifying factors
impeding transfer of training in the work environment.
The participants were asked specifically how each of these factors impeded the
transfer of training process. The theme with the highest percentage was lack of resources
(100%). One participant responded to lack of resources as a factor impeding transfer of
training and stated
I would say the infrastructure is not conducive for what you have
learned in the training environment. For example, where the
station is located may be in a rural area and may not be equipped
with the necessary modern material to implement what we learned
in the training environment.
Another participant expanded on the concept of outdated equipment and stated:
Outdated equipment hinders one’s ability to transfer the knowledge
that was learned in the training environment back to the work
environment. For example, with the computers for the internet
age, were supposed to have, but the hardware for the computer
software is outdated, slow. This results in us not being able to
serve our customers effectively.
Resistance to change by supervisors was identified as an important
factor that impedes the transfer of training process (83.33%). When asked to
elaborate how resistance to change by supervisors impacted the transfer of
training process, one participant answered:
I would say close-minded supervisors and staff. What I mean by that is because
the supervisors do not have the knowledge; they are assuming that you
[subordinate] should not have the knowledge and the staff as well. So when you
bring the knowledge back, and try to introduce it to your work environment
because the concept is so new, they [supervisors] figure that they would have to
learn or would have to change. Those variables usually cause people to
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Table 19
Number and Percentages of Participants (Sergeants) Identifying Factors Positively
Influencing Transfer of Training in the Work Environment
__________________________________________________________________
Factor
n
%
__________________________________________________________________
Motivation & management support
6
100.00
Reception of new knowledge

2

33.33

Applicable training & dissemination

2

33.33

Attitude towards learning

1

16.67

Incentives for attending learning
1
16.67
_________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 6.

Table 20
Number and Percentages of Participants Identifying Factors Impeding Transfer of
Training in the Work Environment
____________________________________________________________________
Factor
n
%
____________________________________________________________________
Lack of resources
6
100.00
Resistance to change (supervisors)

5

83.33

Deployment of officers

4

66.67

Lack of hierarchal education/ knowledge/training

2

33.33

Superior complexity (intimidation of peers)
2
33.33
____________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 6.
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shut down because they are comfortable with the status quo that
they [supervisor] have to learn something new if they did not
introduce it.
Deployment of officers after training was also identified as an emerging theme
(66.67%). The participants expressed that it is of great importance that once an officer is
trained in a specialized field, he/she should be permitted to work within that specialized
area to ensure that the knowledge learned is indeed transferred to the work environment.
One participant elaborated
I was thinking about here in the police force, we send people on
training courses to learn to do certain things. After the training,
these people are placed in other areas unrelated to the training they
received.
Another participant reacted to this comment and stated
Put persons in areas where they specialize and this would promote
transfer of training. Also, if they are not working in an area they
are specialized [received training], they would become
discouraged.
This statement was amplified by another participant who asserted
You would find that persons are sent off on courses and specialize
in certain areas. When they return to the force [work
environment], instead of them passing this knowledge on to their
co-workers beneath them [sub-ordinates], they would be placed in
charge of an area totally unrelated to the training received and the
area they specialize in for their career.
Lack of hierarchal education, training, and knowledge was also identified as a
factor that impedes transfer of training (33.33%). One participant indicated
It is extremely difficult to try to impart knowledge what was
learned in the training environment back to the work environment.
This is often difficult because people above your rank often have
limited education and training [whether locally or internationally].
As a result, these higher ranking officers would make it difficult to
apply the new knowledge learned because they have no
appreciation for the knowledge.
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Another emerging theme that was communicated was superiority complexes. The
sergeants/supervisors perceived that the higher ranking officers were intimidated when
their direct reports possessed knowledge or skills they do not have. A term they used to
capture this meaning was “superiority complex”. The participants indicated that some
instances when officers would attend the training environment and return to the work
environment, transfer of training is inhibited. Because the supervisors and managers
have superiority complexes (perceive to be more knowledgeable than subordinates and
peers), it becomes extremely difficult for officers of lower rank to impart the knowledge
learned in the training environment when they return to the work environment. One
participant’s response was
I would also say that if you are selected for a course and when you
return to your station, department, or division, and trying to impart
your new knowledge, you would receive resistance from superiors
or peers. This is usually because they feel as though you are going
to undermine them. It is more or less a superiority complex. . . I
feel it would be less work for you. I feel I work less if more
people know what I know. I do not hoard information; I tend to
share it because it helps me in the long run and I can work less
because more people have the information that I have.
Research Question 3. What are the perceptions of officers related to other
factors within the work environment that influence transfer of training?
When asked what officers perceived were other factors within the work
environment that influenced transfer of training, the major themes that emerged were (a)
personality, (b) mandatory sharing of knowledge/information, (c) training incentives, (d)
theory versus practice, (e) limited access to training, (f) rank versus knowledge, and (g)
supportive work environment.
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Within organizations, there are many factors which can impede the transfer of
training process. However, such factors can vary depending on the type of organization
and the employees within the organization. When the participants were asked their
perception of other factors within their organization that influenced the transfer of
training process, one participant responded that an individual’s personality is a major
factor. The participant elaborated:
If they are well liked, then the information they are sharing can go
directly to the Commissioner of Police, whereas if the individual is
not liked by the organization, that information would not get
beyond their immediate supervisor. In everything, as it relates to
training or changes, one must have the internal political will “buy
in” of the administration [executive team]. Then if administration
likes it, they will fly with the idea; but if not, the idea would be
dismissed. There is no general yes or no. It depends on
administration appreciation for the subject matter and whether or
not it is a priority for them. There are some instances where it may
be an excellent concept but it may not be a priority for
administration. The administration [executive team] would push
things that are on their agenda but if not, the knowledge would not
be transferred.
A second participant expanded on this concept and stated
Attitude and personality play a role because if I don’t like an
individual, I do not want to hear what he has to say about training
or knowledge to be learned. But If I like a particular individual,
then I would be more receptive to what that individual has to say
about training and knowledge. Because I like that particular
individual, I may feel inclined to ask about the knowledge learned
in the training environment and how that knowledge can be applied
to the work environment. However, another individual may have
that same information, but because I do not like that person or that
person is not well liked, then the information that should be shared
would be dismissed solely on personality. So personality and
attitude impacts transfer in a very big way.
Within law enforcement, communication is essential at all levels to ensure proper
networking among inter-related departments, the judicial system and society by
extension. However, the participants of the focus group identified communication,
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particularly how communication is disseminated, as a factor that influenced the transfer
of training process. When asked exactly how this impacted the transfer of training
process, one participant indicated
Another thing is the organization as a whole does not mandate that
the knowledge learned in a training environment [nationally or
internationally] be transferred [applied] to the work environment.
If an officer attends a training course, there is no organizational
policy that dictates that the individual that attended the training
course must produce at a minimum a paper about the information
learned and how it can be applied to the training environment.
Another example that would indicate that the organization support
the transfer of training would be if an individual attended a
specialize training, their name should be submitted to the training
college so in the event the topic need to be taught then that
individual would be called upon to share [present] lecture on that
particular topic to the other officers. Also, it should be mandated
that if an individual attend any specialize training that individual
should be made to present on the knowledge learned with the
entire organization. There is no mandate within the organization to
ensure that this is done.
Training incentive and access to training were also identified as factors within the
work environment that influenced the transfer of training process. When asked how, the
participants stated
The organization as a whole is not clear on the incentives to ensure
that the officers apply the knowledge learned in the training
environment to the work environment. This would result in the
officer attending the training having to decide whether or not it is
worth sharing the knowledge learned because there is no incentive
at an organizational or departmental level to share the knowledge
learned.
Limited access to training by officers of all ranks was identified as another factor that
influenced the transfer of training process. When questioned exactly how, one participant
stated
Sometimes when officers do receive international exposure,
whether it be a training courses or degrees, there is such a big gap
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and sometimes persons are not willing to simplify the information
to develop the organization. Sometimes officers are not willing to
do what it takes to bring the information home.
Another participant responded:
I think one thing that may impede training is that not everyone has
access to training. So if an individual receives constant training,
but they have to deal with other co-workers that do not receive any
training, then it is difficult to train in the workplace because not
everyone is on the same level. A lot of officers do not see it as
their duty after attending a training to return to the work
environment and share the knowledge learned [provide training]
within their respective work environment.
A third participant indicated
I think if some officers would take themselves outside of the
organization and receive external professional development; this
would enlighten them as it relates to training. The officers need
exposure beyond the organization. Exposure shows us that certain
things can be done. If we receive international training that is
beyond the level of the organization, then it is very difficult to
transfer that training back to the organization because they are not
able to relate to that new knowledge. Especially if the knowledge
is something that requires change and within the organization, they
are used to doing something a particular way, then there is
resistance to this change. Training transfer is hindered because
that individual is beyond the level of the organization and trying to
explain things on a different level would require one to simplify
the information so that employees within the organization can have
an appreciation for it. The information also has to be fit for the
organization culture to make it work and to receive buy in for the
knowledge learned can be transferred.
Theory versus practice was identified as a factor that influenced transfer of
training in the work environment. Participants discussed that there is a disconnect
between the knowledge taught in the training school and what is actually practiced within
the stations and divisions within their respective organization.
One participant stated
I think the theory has to line up with the practicality of what is
being taught. I might have attended a course where in theory it
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sounds good but when I return to my work environment, it is just
not practical. So as it relates to encouraging that, . . . if it means
that the administration has to be open enough, even if it means we
have to take them outside the box and have to explain further for it
to have to actually line up. Because it can be an excellent idea or
concept in the classroom, but if it is something that is not
embraced or is not practical, we have to put other systems in place
to make it practical. Then, that can become an issue.
Another participant elaborated:
I think about when you say encouraging, being able to apply what
we have learned to the station, it would make a perfect
organization; but in reality, the training is just not applicable to
what is being done in the work place. For an example, I work in
the Grove Station and I am wearing a long sleeve tunic [day duty
dress for this time of the year-long sleeve bush jacket with a belt]
which in writing [organizational policy] is what we should be
wearing. I work in an area where it is populated and we are
overwhelmed by crime against the person and so this type attire is
a hindrance to me performing my duties effectively. I am trying to
apply what was learned in the training environment regarding force
policy [organizational policy] on uniform. However, the
application to the work environment is not practical.
Rank versus knowledge was identified as a factor that influenced transfer of
training. Law enforcement like other military and semi-military bodies has a hierarchal
rank structure. Within this particular law enforcement agency, there are currently nine
ranks. When asked how rank influenced the transfer of training process, one participant
stated
I have a very simple one, but it affects us in everything we do: that
is rank structure. For example, if the Constable [the lowest
ranking officer in the organization] has the superior knowledge, it
is very difficult for that information to be disseminated because in
our culture, rank is perceived as knowledge or understanding or
wisdom or it basically determines who is heard. Sometimes,
because someone of a lower rank has that information, it becomes
difficult for people to respect that information and disseminated.
So if a Constable goes off on a specific training, and wants to
return [to the work environment] he starts with a challenge.
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Another participant elaborated:
Based on my experience as a Corporal, I was awarded the
opportunity to train some Gazette Officers [highest ranking
officers in organization] and it worked out quite fine. I think it
may have been because we were in an enclosed [private]
environment, with me being the lower ranked person and providing
the training. It worked well, but I think that was because we were
in an enclosed environment. I think the location of the training can
impact since we do have the obstacle of rank versus knowledge.
We could consider being in an enclosed area to do certain things.
Modern versus traditional policing practices was also identified as a factor which
influenced that transfer of training process. When questioned, one participant stated
The officer in charge [commanding officer] needs to get rid of that
old policing mentality for him to assist you [person that attended
training] with incorporating what was learned in the training
environment back to the work environment [police station or
division] you are working at.

Another participant expanded:
The old Colonial style policing is basically, whatever you are told
to do, you are required to do it without questioning. Modern times
have resulted in some changes in policing. Basically, there should
be changes from Colonial policing practices to modern police
practices this would assist in transfer of training.
The last factor which was identified as influencing the transfer of training process
was a supportive work environment. One participant elaborated:
What may hinder me in terms of transferring the knowledge
learned in a training environment to the work environment is
attitude and atmosphere in the respective work environment
[station, department or division]. I may have left under certain
conditions to attend the training, but when I return I may have a
defeated attitude because my supervisor may have a view of how
things should be done and that is the only way it should be done.
So I may not be comfortable enough to say or explain what I have
learned in the training environment because I know what
challenges I am up against with my supervisor. It sounds good and
may work, but I do not feel that level of comfort to approach my
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supervisor because of the negative attitude or environment towards
the new knowledge learned being applied.
Another participant stated
I may have learned new knowledge in the training environment,
but because I know the work environment I came from, I may not
be motivated to apply the knowledge learned. Because I know the
negative work environment I came from, I am not motivated to try
implementing it because they would not entertain me.
Summary of Focus Group Findings
The data from the focus group were collected utilizing two focus groups. The
first focus group consisted of law enforcement officers of the rank of Constables and
Corporals (subordinates), whereas the second focus group consisted of law enforcement
officers of the rank of Sergeants (management). The findings from the study were
consistent with the literature, asserting the following as factors within the work
environment that impede or influence the transfer of training organizational culture
(Bunch, 2007): motivational factors (Mathieu et al., 1992; Williams et al., 1991;
Wieland-Handy, 2008; Machin & Fogarty, 2004 ), opportunities to provide input into
training decision (Baldwin et al., 1991; Clark et al., 1993; Mathieu et al., 1992),
supportive environment transfer climate (Tziner et al., 1991), incentives/rewards for
training (Whipple, 1999), peer support (Hawley & Jones, 2005), supervisory support
(Patterson, 2009), management support (Gumuseli & Ergin, 2002), and lack of resources
(Mukulu, 2004).
However, there were seven particular themes that emerged from the focus group
that have not been previously mentioned in the literature as influencing the transfer of
training process. They included (a) rank versus knowledge, (b) personality, (c) lack of
interest in new knowledge, (d) traditional versus modern policing practice, (e) theory
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versus practice, (f) dissemination of information, (g) deployment of officers, (h)
resistance to change, and (i) attitude towards learning. These findings may be unique to
law enforcement and by extension this Caribbean law enforcement agency. However,
whether unique to law enforcement or not, the findings are crucial in designing training
curriculum and creating a work environment where information learned in the training
environment can be successfully applied to the work environment.
Survey Results
Research Question 2. What are the perceptions of officers related to transfer of
training, organizational learning practices and promoting a continuous learning culture at
an individual, team/group, and organizational level?
The questionnaire consisted of 21 items which reflected the perception of the
organization promoting continuous learning at an individual level (Questions 1-6) at a
team/group level (Questions 7-9) and at an organizational level (Questions 10-21). The
study participants were asked to rate their response on a scale of 1 (almost never) to 6
(almost always). Therefore, a score of 3 is interpreted as neutral. Any statement score
above 4 suggests that the organization is perceived as a learning organization with that
particular statement. Likewise, any statement score below 3 suggests that the
organization is not perceived as a learning organization according to that particular
statement.
The results and data revealed that of the 21 items on the questionnaire, two
(9.52%) means were lower than 3, with the highest mean being 3.85. See Table 21 for a
specific summary of the participant’s responses.
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The results from the data revealed participants with a response mean less than 2.5
at an individual level were 109 (37.59%), at a team level 94 (32.41%), at an
organizational level 94 (32.41%), and overall 110 (37.93%). Participants with a response
mean of 2.5 to 3.5 at an individual level were 68 (23.45 %), at a team level 87 (30%), at
an organizational level 67 (23.10%), and overall 66 (22.76%). Participants with a
response mean greater than 3.5 at an individual level were 113 (38.97%), at a team level
109 (37.59%), at an organizational level 129 (44.48%), and overall 114 (39.31%). The
participant response means suggest approximately 1/3 of the participants perceived the
organization as one that promoted learning practices, learning culture, and continuous
culture. However, there is still room for improvement. See Table 22 for a summary of
participants’ responses with a mean less than 2.5, between 2.5 and 3.5, and greater than
3.5 by dimension.
The results and data as shown in Table 23 revealed that overall, the law
enforcement officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that promoted
learning practices, learning culture, and continuous learning at an individual level (group
mean = 3.26 with a standard deviation of 0.91). As it related to the team or group level,
the law enforcement officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that
promoted learning practices, learning culture, and continuous learning (group mean =
3.10 with a standard deviation of 1.12). As related to the organizational level, the law
enforcement officers had a neutral perception of the organization as one that promoted
learning practices, learning culture, and continuous learning at an organizational level
(group mean = 3.40 with a standard deviation of 1.07). However, this does not mean that
the officer’s individual scores were in this range.
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Table 21
Summary of Participants’ Responses to Dimension of Learning Organization-A
Number

Question

Mean Min. Max.
Resp. Resp.

SD

1

In my organization, people help each other learn

3.54

1.00

6.00

1.23

2

In my organization, people are given time to
support learning (i.e. time to attend training both
on and off the job)

3.72

1.00

6.00

1.39

In my organization, people are rewarded for
learning.

3.31

1.00

6.00

1.26

In my organization, people are given open
and honest feedback to each other

3.02

1.00

6.00

1.28

In my organization, whenever people state
their view, they also ask what others think

3.12

1.00

6.00

1.29

In my organization, people spend time
building trust with each other

2.86

1.00

6.00

1.29

In my organization, teams/groups have
the freedom to adapt their goals as
needed

3.01

1.00

6.00

1.30

In my organization, teams/groups
revise their thinking as a result of group
discussions or information collected
(i.e. organizational policies and
procedures)

3.38

1.00

6.00

1.39

In my organization, teams/groups are
confident that the organization will act
on their recommendations.

2.91

1.00

6.00

1.28

My organization creates systems to
measure gaps between current and
expected performance

3.12

1.00

6.00

1.31

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

139

Table 21 (Continued)
________________________________________________________________________
Question
Mean Min. Max. SD
________________________________________________________________________
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

My organization makes its lessons
learned available to all employees

3.32

1.00

6.00

1.47

My organization measures the results
of the time and resources spent on
training

3.30

1.00

6.00

1.37

My organization recognizes people for
taking initiative

3.46

1.00

6.00

1.42

My organization gives people control
over the resources they need to accomplish
their work

3.17

1.00

6.00

1.45

My organization supports employees
who take calculated risks
(i.e., use initiative)

3.17

1.00

6.00

1.44

My organization encourages people to
think from a global perspective

3.34

1.00

6.00

1.37

My organization works together with
the outside community to meet mutual
needs

3.85

1.00

6.00

1.36

My organization encourages people to
get answers from across the organization
when solving problems

3.45

1.00

6.00

1.44

In my organization, leaders mentor and
coach those they lead

3.38

1.00

6.00

1.39

In my organization, leaders continually
look for opportunities to learn

3.58

1.00

6.00

1.37

21

In my organization, leaders ensure that
the organization’s actions are consistent
with its values
3.72 1.00
6.00 1.38
________________________________________________________________________
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Table 22
Summary of Responses with Means Less Than 2.5 to Greater Than 3.5 by Dimension
________________________________________________________________________
Dimension

< 2.5
2.5-3.5
> 3.5
n
%
n
%
n
%
________________________________________________________________________
Individual
109
37.59
68
23.45
113
38.97
Team
94
32.41
87
30.00
109
37.59
Organizational
94
32.41
67
23.10
129
44.48
Overall
110
37.93
66
22.76
114
39.31
________________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.

Table 23
Descriptive Statistics by Category Level
________________________________________________________________________
Category
Questions
Group
SD
Min.
Max.
Mean
of Group
Individual
1-6
3.26
0.91
1.00
5.33
Team/Group
7-9
3.10
1.12
1.00
5.67
Organizational
10-21
3.40
1.07
1.00
5.83
________________________________________________________________________

Research Question 4. Is there a distinction in the perception of the organization
learning practices and culture and promotion of a continuous learning at individual,
team/group, or organizational level related to rank, years of services, posting, and
gender?
ANOVA assumptions. For each ANOVA test by gender, posting, rank, and years
of service, a Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was run to determine if there was
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statistical evidence that this assumption had been violated on each dimensions
(individual, team, organizational, and overall). The results for an individual level by
years of service revealed that p value = 0.0637 which suggested that the Levene’s test
was not significant. This implies there is no evidence the assumption has been violated.
The results on team level by years of service revealed that p value = 0.545 which
suggested that the Levene’s test was not significant, implying that the homogeneity of
variance assumption had not been violated. This suggests that the ANOVA test was
appropriate.
The results on organizational level by years of service revealed that p value =
0.0525, which suggested that the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not
significant. This implied that the homogeneity of variance assumption had not been
violated, suggesting that the ANOVA test was appropriate.
The results on individual level by posting revealed a p value = 0.1676, which
suggested that the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant. This
implied that the homogeneity of variance assumption had not been violated, suggesting
that the ANOVA test was appropriate.
Also, results on team level by posting revealed a p value = 0.0801 which suggest
that the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant implying that the
homogeneity of variance test of assumption had not been violated suggesting that
ANOVA test was appropriate.
The results on organizational level by posting revealed a p value = 0.0090, which
suggested that Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was statistically significant and
the assumption of homogeneity had been violated. As such, a nonparametric version of
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ANOVA, the Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance test was used. Since it is a
non-parametric method, the Kruskal–Wallis test makes no assumptions of normality and
variance homogeneity unlike the analogous one-way analysis of variance. However, the
test does assume an identically shaped and scaled distribution for each group, except for
any difference in medians. To this end, the Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted. The test
results at the individual level and posting revealed that p = 0.0630 which suggest that
there was no significant median differences at Individual level. The results at the team
level and posting revealed that p = 0.0306 which suggest there was a significant median
difference. The test results at organizational level and posting revealed p = 0.1011 which
suggest there was no significant job category median difference at organizational level.
The result on individual level by rank (subordinate, middle management, and
upper management) revealed p value = 0.4815 which suggests that the Levene’s test of
homogeneity of variance was not significant. This implies that the homogeneity of
variance assumption had not been violated, suggesting that the ANOVA test was
appropriate. The results on team level by rank (subordinate, middle management, and
upper management) revealed p value = 0.4251, suggesting that the Levene’s test of
homogeneity of variance was not significant. Again, this implies that the homogeneity of
variance test assumption had not been violated, suggesting that the ANOVA was
appropriate. Finally, the results on organizational level by rank (subordinate, middle
management, and upper management) revealed p value = 0.6584, suggesting that the
Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant, further implying that the
homogeneity of variance assumption had not been violated, suggesting that the ANOVA
test was appropriate.
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Assumptions of normality. In ANOVA tests, calculations can always be derived
no matter what the distribution is. However, there are algebraic properties separating
sums of squares so that normality is only needed for statistical inference. Normality tests
were conducted for all the ANOVAs by assessing the properties of normal distribution,
more specifically, the first four moments of the normal distribution. These were ShapiroWilk’s W (which compares the ratio of the standard deviation to the variance multiplied
by a constant to one) and goodness-of-fit tests through Kolmogorov-Smirnov D, Cramervon Mises W2 and Anderson-Darling A2.
Often, a large sample size will approximate normality by the central limit theorem
(recommended sample size > 50), but unequal sample sizes between comparison groups
(such as in this study) do magnify any departure from normality.
In all the ANOVA tests for normality, the least values for the required indices
were Shapiro-Wilk (W = 0.989846 , Pr < W = 0.6521), Kolmogorov-Smirnov (D =
0.057951, Pr > D > 0.1500), Cramer-von Mises (W-Sq = 0.03225, Pr > W-Sq > 0.2500)
and Anderson-Darling (A-Sq = 0.224264 = Pr > A-Sq > 0.2500). All these are indications
that indicate normal distributions for the data so that the assumption of normality does
not appear to be violated.
Assumptions of independence. To ensure independence of observation while data
were being collected, all participants were allowed to complete their respective surveys
independently without communicating with the researcher or any other participants.
Further, no participant was allowed to include any identifying markings (name and/or
badge number) on their respective surveys to ensure they remained anonymous.
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The data for this question regarding rank were collected using stratified sampling
technique. As a result of the percentage of Constables being greater than all other ranks,
the rank structure was stratified to reflect equivalent percentages. The data for rank were
placed in three categories categorized as management level: (a) subordinates (n = 128)
which represented Constables, (b) middle management (n = 86) which represented
Corporals and Sergeants, and (c) upper management (n = 76) which consisted of
Inspectors, Chief Inspectors, Assistant Superintendents, and Superintendents. The range
of mean scores by rank was 3.05 to 3.47. Of the means, the lowest was the subordinate
team at 3.05. The highest was middle management at an organizational level. However,
when overall means were compared, they were all similar at 3.32, 3.19, and 3.24; all of
which represented a neutral perception. See Table 24 for dimension means and standard
deviations by rank.
The range of means score by age was 2.94 to 3.67. The lowest mean was the age
category of 31-40 years at a team level (2.94), and the highest mean was the age category
of 41-50 years at an organizational level and the under 20 years category. However,
there was only one participant in the under 20 category. When the overall means were
compared, there was a variation of 3.32, 3.22, 3.59, 3.43, and 3.50. See Table 25 for
dimension means and standard deviation by age.
The range of means scores by gender was 3.10 to 3.44. The lowest mean was
female at an individual level (3.10) and the highest mean was female at organizational
level. However, when the overall mean was compared by gender, there was little
variation, female (3.38) and males (3.34). See Table 26 for the dimension means and
standard deviations by gender.
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Table 24
Dimension Means and Standard Deviations by Rank
_______________________________________________________________________
Management Level Dimension
n
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________________
Middle
Individual
86
3.36
0.87
Management
Team
3.14
1.09
Organizational
3.47
1.02
Overall
3.32
0.90
Subordinate
Individual
128
3.19
0.93
Team
3.05
1.14
Organizational
3.33
1.11
Overall
3.19
0.97
Upper Management Individual
76
3.15
1.00
Team
3.14
1.14
Organizational
3.44
1.12
Overall
3.24
1.00
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.

The range of mean scores by years of service was 2.77 to 3.69. Of the means, the
lowest was the category of 11-15 years at a team level. The highest mean was the
category of 26 years and over at 3.69. Comparing overall means, there was a variation in
scores of 3.16, 3.22, 3.49, 3.63, 3.32, and 3.33; all of which represented a neutral
perception. However, there were two categories with a mean score less than 3.00
(category of 16-20 years at a team level [2.77] and category of 11-15 years at an
individual level [2.91]) which suggested a negative perception of the organization as a
learning organization. See Table 27 for dimension mean and standard deviation by years
of service.
The range of mean scores by posting was 2.17 to 3.94. The lowest mean score
was the other category at team level. The highest mean score was the category of
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maintenance at an organizational level. When overall means were compared, there was a
variation of 3.50, 3.57, 3.24, 3.18, 3.54, 3.94, 3.35, 3.57, and 3.60; all of which
represented a neutral perception. However, there were two categories with mean scores
less than 3.00, the categories of other (2.63) and band (2.42) which indicated a negative
perception of the organization as a learning organization. See Table 28 for dimension
means and standard deviation by posting.

Table 25
Dimension Means and Standard Deviations by Age
______________________________________________________________
Age
Variable
n
Mean SD
______________________________________________________________
21-30 years
Individual
88
3.20
0.94
Team
3.15
1.15
Organizational
3.38
1.04
Overall
3.32
0.95
31-40 years
Individual
111
3.20
0.88
Team
2.94
1.03
Organizational
3.24
1.05
Overall
3.22
0.93
41-50 years
Individual
70
3.43
0.84
Team
3.29
1.13
Organizational
3.67
1.06
Overall
3.59
0.94
51-60 years
Individual
20
3.30
1.16
Team
3.12
1.37
Organizational
3.50
1.27
Overall
3.43
1.19
Under 20 years
Individual
1
3.67
0.00
Team
3.00
0.00
Organizational
3.42
0.00
Overall
3.50
0.00
______________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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Table 26
Dimension Means and Standard Deviations by Gender
_____________________________________________________________________
Gender
Dimension
n
Mean
SD
_____________________________________________________________________
Female

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

104

3.26
3.10
3.44
3.38

0.98
1.13
1.04
0.97

Male

Individual
186
3.27
0.88
Team
3.10
1.11
Organizational
3.38
1.09
Overall
3.34
0.96
____________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.

Data from this question were analyzed using ANOVA. The analysis for
individual level and rank revealed that there was no significant difference, F(2, 287) =
1.19, p = 0.3067, between the mean responses related to rank; hence, there was not
sufficient evidence to conclude that there is a distinction in the perception of the
organization learning practices and cultures and promotion of continuous learning at an
individual level related to rank. Team level and rank revealed that there was no
significant difference, F(2, 287) = 1.43, p = 0.2400. Organizational level and rank
revealed that there was a significant difference F(2, 287) = 3.13, p = 0.045. Overall and
rank revealed that there was no significant difference F(2, 287) = 2.16, p = 0.1171. See
Table 29 for a visual representation of ANOVA summary by dimension and management
level (rank). The results for team level and overall level were similar, in which the data
indicated that there was no significant distinction in the perception of the organization
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Table 27
Dimension Means and Standard Deviations by Years of Service
________________________________________________________________________
Yrs of Service
Dimensions
n
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________________________________
11-15 years

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

46

3.14
2.91
3.17
3.16

0.73
0.98
0.81
0.74

16-20 years

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

34

3.15
2.77
3.26
3.22

0.76
1.03
0.96
0.83

21-25 years

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

53

3.40
3.14
3.54
3.49

0.94
1.09
1.13
1.01

26 years and over

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

39

3.50
3.40
3.69
3.63

0.96
1.20
1.04
0.96

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

62

3.22
3.18
3.37
3.32

0.92
1.17
1.19
1.05

6-10 years

Under 5 years

Individual
56
3.19
1.04
Team
3.13
1.15
Organizational
3.39
1.12
Overall
3.33
1.03
________________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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learning practices and cultures and promotion of continuous learning at individual level
related to rank. However, related to rank and organization level perceptions, there was a
possibility of perceptions distinction at a 5% significant level when tested.
The analysis for individual level and years of service revealed that at the
individual level, there was no significant difference, F (5, 284) = 1.11, p = 0.354. Team
level and rank also revealed that there was no significant difference, F (5, 284) = 1.52, p
= 0.184. Organizational level and years of service revealed that there was no significant
difference, F(5, 284) = 1.32, p = 0.25. See Table 30 for a visual representation of
ANOVA summary table of dimension and years of service. The results for all
management levels related to years in service were similar, in which the data indicated
that there was no significant distinction in the perception of the organization learning
practices and cultures and promotion of continuous learning.
Tukey tests conducted as follow ups on the significant omnibus ANOVA tests all
did not show any significant pairwise mean comparisons. This could be due to the
exceedingly large number of categories to be compared. A possible remedy to make it
feasible to use the Tukey test could have been to try to collapse the multiple categories
into smaller units of measurement with the maximum of four categories overall.
Regrouping these categories into smaller numbers only could have been completed using
prior rationale, which would have had to have been set up using different categories at the
time of the creation of the demographic data form.
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Table 28
Dimension Means and Standard Deviations by Posting
________________________________________________________________________
Posting
Dimensions
n
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Administration
Individual
47
3.37
1.03
Team
3.33
1.27
Organizational
3.56
1.04
Overall
3.50
0.98
Band

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

6

2.33
2.22
2.46
2.42

1.32
1.36
1.42
1.38

Clerical

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

5

3.23
3.80
3.73
3.57

1.10
1.45
1.17
1.10

Detective

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

49

3.27
3.17
3.22
3.24

0.76
1.00
0.98
0.86

Family Island

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

28

2.99
2.99
3.28
3.18

0.80
0.98
1.08
0.90

Fireman

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

18

3.49
3.43
3.57
3.54

1.00
1.24
1.26
1.14

Investigations

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

13

3.19
2.56
3.17
3.18

0.79
0.94
1.06
0.92

Maintenance

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

3

3.72
3.67
3.94
3.87

1.36
2.03
2.34
2.01
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Table 28 (Continued)
_______________________________________________________________________
Posting
Dimensions
n
Mean
SD
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Other

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

12

2.57
2.17
2.67
2.63

0.66
0.70
0.49
0.44

Patrol Officer

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

40

3.20
3.06
3.42
3.35

0.81
1.03
0.94
0.84

Station duties

Individual
Team
Organizational
Overall

3.47
3.17
3.63
3.57

0.93
1.03
1.05
0.93

58

Technical

Individual
11
3.44
0.85
Team
3.06
1.25
Organizational
3.68
1.25
Overall
3.60
1.02
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.

Observations
While conducting this research, the researcher observed several factors which
might have influenced the study. These observations, positive and/or negative, may have
insights usable by future researchers.
Although senior officers (the administrators) within the organization indicated
they were supportive of the research, there were more junior officers who participated as
opposed to senior officers. It appeared as though the senior officers supported the
researcher by making provisions for their officers to participate in the study.
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Table 29
ANOVA Summary Table by Dimension and Management Level
________________________________________________________________________
Source
DF
SS
MS
F
Pr > F
________________________________________________________________________
Individual
Between
2
1.970
0.985
1.19
0.3067
Within
287 238.224
0.830
Total
289
240.194
Team
Between
Within
Total

2
287
289

3.569
357.020
360.589

1.784
1.244

1.43

0.2400

2
287
289

7.057
323.869
330.926

3.529
1.128

3.13

0.0454

Organizational
Between
Within
Total
Overall
Between
2
3.784
1.892
2.16
0.1171
Within
287
251.274
0.876
Total
289
255.058
________________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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Table 30
ANOVA Summary Table of Dimension and Years of Service
________________________________________________________________________
Source
DF
SS
MS
F
Pr > F
________________________________________________________________________
Individual
Between
Within
Total

5
284
289

4.613
235.581
240.194

0.923
0.830

1.11

0.354

Between
Within
Total

5
284
289

9.399
351.190
360.589

1.880
1.237

1.52

0.184

Organizational
Between
Within
Total

5
284
289

7.534
323.392
330.926

1.507
1.139

1.32

0.254

Team

Overall
Between
5
6.382
1.276
1.46
0.204
Within
284
248.677
0.876
Total
289
255.058
______________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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Table 31
ANOVA Summary Table of Dimension and Posting
_______________________________________________________________________
Source
DF
SS
MS
F
Pr > F
_______________________________________________________________________
Individual
Between
Within
Total

11
278
289

Between
Within
Total

11
278
289

Organizational
Between
Within
Total

11
278
289

18.064
222.129
240.194

1.642
0.799

2.06

0.0237

27.476
333.113
360.589

2.498
1.198

2.08

0.0215

21.557
309.368
330.926

1.960
1.113

1.76

0.0606

Team

Overall
Between
11
19.871
1.806
2.14
0.0182
Within
278 235.187
0.846
Total
289 255.058
______________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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Table 32
ANOVA Summary Table by Dimension and Gender
________________________________________________________________________
Source
DF
SS
MS
F
Pr > F
________________________________________________________________________
Individual
Between
Within
Total

1
288
289

0.001
240.193
240.194

0.000
0.834

0.00

0.973

1
288
289

0.004
360.584
360.589

0.004
1.252

0.00

0.955

1
288
289

0.191
330.735
330.926

0.191
1.148

0.17

0.684

Team
Between
Within
Total
Organizational
Between
Within
Total
Overall
Between
1
0.013
0.013
0.01
0.904
Within
288 255.045
0.886
Total
289 255.058
________________________________________________________________________
Note. N = 290.
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The researcher was a manager (Sergeant) within the organization. This appeared
possibly to have had both a negative and a positive influence while conducting the
research. During the focus group (the subordinates), the officers who participated did not
appear to communicate as freely and appeared to have answered the researcher as a
superior officer. The officers would usually respond and address the researcher as
“ma’am” which suggested that they perceived the researcher as an authority figure.
However, on the other hand, those officers within the management (Sergeant) focus
group were the same rank as the researcher and communicated more informally.
As the researcher was a female, it was expected that more females would have
participated in the study. However, there were limited female officers who participated
in the focus groups and responded to the surveys. This could be attributed to the limited
number of females in the organization (approximately 500).
Time for the participants of the focus groups did not appear to be a priority. All
participants were late for both focus groups. However, after the focus groups, the
participants remained behind for informal socializing. This was typical of the culture
where the research was conducted. Officers who participated in the focus group
attempted to utilize the focus group as a session for venting their frustrations regarding
the organization and its training policies and practices. It was incumbent on the
researcher to ensure that the focus groups remain on task at all times but in a polite
manner.
Lastly, as law enforcement has often been compared to a fraternity in terms of
“brotherhood”, it is difficult for someone who is not a part of the organization to conduct
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research and receive full support. However, because the researcher is a law enforcement
officer, it was easier for the researcher to be accepted and supported by the participants.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to determine law enforcement officers’ perception
of factors within the workplace that influence transfer of training and their perception of
the organization being a learning organization. This chapter includes the summary,
conclusions, implications, and recommendations for future research.
Summary
The concept of transfer of training and learning organization has been echoed in
the field of human resource development, adult learning, and organizational learning and
development (Werner & DeSimone, 2009; Holton et al., 2003; Pedersen & Liu, 2002).
However, there was minimal literature that examined both transfer of training and
learning organization collectively, and absolutely no literature that examined both topics
together in law enforcement within the Caribbean. Transfer of training is defined as the
ability to apply what was learned in training back on the job. The concept of transfer of
training within organizations has begun to serve several purposes: (a) a training
evaluation tool that demonstrates the value of training to an organization with the view of
enhancing employee performance and overall organizational productivity, (b) a training
tool utilized as a method to justify money for training, and (c) a method to determine the
effectiveness of a training program (Garavaglia, 1993). The incorporation of transfer of
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training within an organization is essential when HRD departments plan, budget for, and
implement transfer measures.
Many organizations, whether private or public, invest extensively in training both
locally and internationally. This investment of training is often coupled with the
expectation of promoting an organizational environment and/or culture that encourages
continuous learning and is recognized as a learning organization. However, although
training plays an integral role in a learning organization, it is not the sole distinguishing
feature of a learning organization (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). An organization that is
categorized as a learning organization is one that learns continuously and transforms
itself; learning takes place in individuals, teams, and the organization; learning is
continuous, strategic, integrated with work; and learning results in changes in knowledge,
beliefs, and behaviors. Although transfer of training and learning organization are
viewed as two distinct concepts in adult education and human resource development,
there is a major commonality between the two concepts related to support for learning.
According to Weldy (2009), the learning organization and transfer of training are both
critical tools for learning and managing knowledge in organizations. Additionally, both
concepts of a learning organization and the transfer of training are crucial competencies
for organizations, whether public or private, to develop success in today’s workforce.
The study designed was non experimental and used a mixed-methods approach.
The population for this study consisted of officers within a Caribbean law enforcement
agency whose hierarchal rank ranged from Constable to Superintendent.
The Watkins and Marsick (1997) dimensions of learning organization model and
the Baldwin and Ford (1988) training transfer process model were the two theoretical
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frameworks utilized jointly to guide this study. The Watkins and Marsick model (1997)
examined perceptions of support for learning at a macro level (individual, team, and
organizational level), whereas the Baldwin and Ford model (1988) was used to examine
support at a micro level (factors within the work environment that influenced or impeded
transfer of training).
The method used to collect data for this study included both qualitative and
quantitative methods. The qualitative data were collected using focus groups and
quantitative data was collected using the Dimensions of Learning Organization
Questionnaire (DLOQ-A), a subset of the original DLOQ created by Watkins and
Marsick. There were two focus groups. The first focus group consisted of Constables
and Corporals (subordinates), whereas the second focus group consisted of Sergeants
(management). The focus groups were used to answer research questions regarding
transfer of training and the factors within the work environment that influence or impede
this process. The DLOQ-A was used to address questions regarding perception of a
learning organization at an individual, team, and organizational level.
The research questions that guided this study were (a) What are officers’
perception of support from managers, supervisors, and peers for implementing transfer of
training in the work environment? (b) What are the perceptions of officers related to
transfer of training, organizational learning practices, and promoting a continuous
learning culture at an individual, team/group, and organizational level? (c) What are the
perceptions of officers related to other factors within the work environment that influence
transfer of training? (d) Is there a distinction in the perceptions of the organizational
learning practices, learning culture, and promotion of continuous learning at individual,
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team/group, or organizational level by rank, years of services, posting, and gender? The
data analyses consisted of descriptive statistics, t tests, ANOVAs and Kruskal-Wallace
tests for quantitative analyses, and thematic coding for qualitative analysis.
Conclusions
The conclusions that emerged from this research indicated that subordinates and
management did not perceive the organization as one that provided support for transfer of
training within the work environment. When questioned in more depth, the officers’
subordinates and management focus groups identified attitudinal factors such as
favoritism, resistance to change, personality characteristics, and learning perceptions as
factors that impeded the support for transfer of training. These factors identified were not
only influential at a departmental level, but also at an organizational level. Further,
management identified limited training of peers and/or supervisors and perceived lack of
value for knowledge as factors that also impeded support for transfer of training within
the workplace.
In relation to the officers’ perceptions of negative influences to transfer of
training, there were three commonalities between subordinates and management related
to negative influences. These negative influences included lack of resources, resistance
to change, and current job posting (deployment) of officers. The only commonality
regarded as a positive influence was receiving management and supervisor support.
Although there were a few officers who did recognize the agency as a learning
organization, the majority of officers identified the agency as being neither positive or
negative (neutral).
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Officers at the subordinate and management level were specifically asked what
other factors within the work environment influenced the transfer of training process.
There were four commonalities identified by the groups, including (a) personality that
took into account characteristics of the commanding officers and individual officers; (b)
operating procedures in the organization related to traditional versus modern practices;
(c) the culture and support of the work environment; and (d) attitudes towards
knowledge, including lack of interest in new learning, perceptions of competence based
on rank, and beliefs that training is not available.
There were no differences in perceptions by the study variables ( rank, years of
service, posting and gender) except for posting at the individual, team level, and overall
level; and officer rank at the organizational level.
Implications
The findings from the study can have implications for law enforcement agencies,
academics, theorists, practitioners, and researchers related to promoting learning practices
and learning culture while encouraging transfer of training.
There is a need to promote a supportive work environment related to learning
practices, learning culture, and transfer of training. The participants of this study
indicated there is a need for more indication of learning practices and culture that support
learning and transfer of training within this law enforcement agency. In two major
transfer models (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Kontoghiorghes, 2002), transfer depends, at
least in part, on a supportive environment; therefore, there is less of a chance that transfer
is occurring in an organization where there is not much evidence of support. To ensure
the work environment is supportive of learning practices and culture coupled with the
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transfer of training, it is essential that law enforcement administrators, training
facilitators, supervisors, managers, and HRD specialists play an active role in
emphasizing the importance of a supportive work environment related to learning
practices and culture and transfer of training, with the view of promoting performance not
only at an individual level, but also at an organizational level.
An additional practitioners’ approach that can be implemented by law
enforcement agencies is for the organizational training policies and procedures to
encourage the supportive learning environment. Such reflection and encouragement can
be evident by ensuring that all officers attend specialized and international training, then
share the new knowledge learned in a formal manner, whether at the training academy or
within their respective work environments. Additionally, officers who attend training
should be encouraged to communicate how that particular training can be applied to the
work environment for the benefit of personal and organizational development.
Furthermore, managers and administrators not only at a department level, but also at an
institutional level, should encourage innovation, creativity, and new knowledge. Sharing
and embracing change related to new and different approaches to policing, policies, and
procedures should also be encouraged.
Another important implication from this study is for practitioners in the field of
law enforcement to recognize the connection between transfer of training and the
perception of a learning organization. Although the study revealed that officers’
perception of the organization is neutral (they do not feel strong about the organization
being a learning organization or not). However, at the same time, the officers present
clear evidence that there are some impediments to the transfer of training process like
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“superiority complexities”, favoritism, cliques and much more. Additionally, this study
revealed numerous factors such as lack of resources, communication, rank, and much
more as factors that could hinder the connection between transfer of training and
perception of a learning organization. Within law enforcement, if an officer perceives the
organization as one that does not promote learning practices and a learning culture, it
could be difficult for knowledge learned in the training environment to be applied to the
work environment. Additionally, peers, supervisors, and managers within the work
environment may not be receptive to the new knowledge learned in the training
environment, nor willing for that knowledge to be applied to the work environment. This
can have a negative impact on learning in the agency and result in wasted resources.
Lastly, the research revealed that officers’ current posting had some impact on
their perception of the organization being one that promoted learning practices and
cultures. Although this was not the perception at all levels, it suggests that where an
officer is currently attached can influence (positive or negative) his or her perception with
regard to the organization promoting learning practices and cultures. This perception can
be influenced because depending on where an officer is posted would determine the
amount of training and or new knowledge that officer may be exposed to. Within critical
areas such as drug enforcement or criminal investigations officers may be exposed to
more training compared to an officer who is working in maintenance or clerical duties.
Therefore, it can be implied that the officer who is exposed to more learning and /or
training may view the organization as one that is promoting learning practices and culture
compare to an officer who is not equally exposed.
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As it relates to educators and researchers, this study can be utilized as a guide for
identifying strategies that could be incorporated into training curriculum and design with
intent to promote a learning organization. Strategies could include promoting a
classroom culture where it is safe to share experiences (either positive or negative) as a
learning opportunity. Often in law enforcement, the sharing of negative experiences as a
learning tool is disfavored. However, in an agency that is considered a learning
organization, sharing of experiences is crucial to the learning process and can assist in
defining the learning organization.
In the training classroom, facilitators can attempt to eliminate the barriers of rank
related to learning. The adherence of rank in the classroom sometimes inhibits the
learning process due to fear of negative ramifications from areas openly discussed and
intimidation due to rank differences among learners and facilitators.
In an effort to further demonstrate agency support for learning, educators,
practitioners, and officials within law enforcement could encourage the implementation
of a reward and recognition system. As noted by participants in this study, such
recognition systems could include mandated policies and procedures that support and
encourage officers who receive specialized training to share the knowledge with other
officer. Such sharing of knowledge can be in a formal manner, such as lectures at the
training college, or in an informal manner within the work environment. The
implementation of such a system could be encouraged not only at an individual level, but
at the department and organizational level. This reward and recognition system could
provide the occasion for the agency to publicly recognize those officers and/or
departments who embark on positive active learning initiatives. Such public recognition
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would assist with enhancing officers’ perception of the organization as one that promotes
positive learning practices and a learning culture.

Recommendations for Future Research
Based on the findings from this research, there are several recommendations for
further study.
1. The study was conducted in one Caribbean island and one law enforcement
agency, which was a limitation to the study. It is suggested that a comparative
study be conducted throughout different Caribbean island’s law enforcement
agencies and/or other essential services such as departments of nursing, prison,
and defense to determine if the results would be the similar or different.
2. The limited number of females who participated in this study made it difficult to
make any conclusion based on gender. It is recommended that future studies
recruit an equal number of males and females to participate in the focus groups
and to complete the surveys.
3. It is recommended that future research examine if there is a difference in the
perceptions of a learning organization and factors within the work environment
that influence transfer of training related to senior officers (administration and
policy makers) and/or junior officers (subordinates and management).
4. Data regarding law enforcement officers’ perception of their organization being a
learning organization were collected using a quantitative survey which limited
participants’ explanations of why, how, and what constitutes their organization as
a learning organization. It is recommended that more detailed explanation of why
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and what influence officer’s perception of their organization as a learning
organization be obtained. A qualitative approach (focus group and/or interview)
could be added.
5. While conducting the focus groups, participants were asked to identify factors
within their respective workplace that positively influenced transfer of training. It
is recommended that future researchers explore exactly how and in what way
these positive factors influence transfer of training.
6. The focus group questions were centered on transfer of training and explored
negative and positive influences, support, and/or other factors within the work
environment that influenced transfer of training.
7. Participants of the focus groups were asked what factors within their respective
work environment influenced transfer of training. In an attempt to obtain data
about which factors were more influential, it is recommended that the participants
be asked to provide this information in a list format in order of priority. This
information could be beneficial in creating a work environment that encourages
the transfer of training process. Also, participants should be asked to explain
exactly how each factor influences transfer of training within the work
environment.
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Appendix A
Focus Group Protocol

Time of Focus Group: _________________________
Date: ______________________________
Place: ___________________________________
Facilitator: _____________________________________

Proposed Focus Group Questions
1. What thoughts come to mind when you hear the term training transfer?
2. What is your understanding of the concept of training transfer and its application
within your organization?
3. Think back to your last training course (initial constable, corporal, or sergeant
development at the training college) and the concepts/skills you learned regarding
station duties, statement taking and interview techniques. What do you perceive are
some impediments as you apply what was learnt in that training environment?
4. Reflecting on your work environment (station/office/department), what do you
perceive as some challenges that prevented you from applying what was learned in
the training environment back to the work environment?
5. Reflecting on your environment (station/office/department), what do you perceive as
some opportunities that promoted or encouraged you to apply what was learned in the
training environment back to the work environment?
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6. Think back to the last training session you attended. Did you receive support from
your work environment (supervisors), a) leading up to training, b) while on training,
and c) returning to the work environment?
7. Do you feel the work environment/organization climate is one that
encourages/discourages the use of knowledge, skills and abilities learned in training
on the job?
8. Do you feel supervisors reinforce and support the use of learning on the job?
9. Think back to the last time you attended a training program (initial constable,
corporal or sergeant development course). What was the work environment like as it
relates to application of the knowledge you learned back to the work environment: a)
supportive, b) lack of interest, and c) opportunity to use?
10. In order of importance to you, list five characteristics in your work environment that
you think creates an impediment to the training transfer process.
11. In order of importance to you, list five characteristics in your work environment that
you encourage and/or aid in the training transfer process.
12. What is your understanding of the concept of organizational climate?
13. What is your understanding of organizational culture?
14. Examining the organization in its entirety, do you think the organizational climate is
one that promotes and support training transfer?
15. What characteristics within the organizational climate do you think promote and
support training transfer?
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16. If you were in a leadership position within the organization, what changes will you
make to ensure that the organizational climate is one that promotes training transfer?
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Appendix B
Revised Focus Group Protocol

Time of Focus Group: _________________________
Date: ______________________________
Place: ___________________________________
Facilitator: _____________________________________
Proposed Focus Group Questions
1. Reflecting on your work environment (station/office/department), what do you
perceive as some opportunities that promoted or encouraged you to applying what
was learned in the training environment back to the work environment?
2. Reflecting on your work environment (station/office/department), what do you
perceive as some challenges that prevented you from applying what was learned
in the training environment back to the work environment?
3. What are your perception of support from managers, supervisors and peers for
implementing new learning (transfer of training) in the work environment?
4. In what ways do the work environment and/or organizational climate
encourages/discourages the use of knowledge, skills and abilities learned in the
training environment to the work environment?
5. Think back to the last time you attended a training program (initial constable,
corporal or sergeant development course). What was the work environment like
related to application of the knowledge you learned back to the work
environment: a) supportive, b) lack of interest, c) opportunity to use
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6. In order of importance, create a list of 5 factors within the organization that you
perceive as negatively impacting and positively influencing transfer of training?
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Appendix C
Focus Group Moderator Script

Good day and welcome. I will like to extend my gratitude to you for taking time
out of your busy schedules to be here today on our discussion on work environment
influence on training transfer. My name is Yvonne Hunter and I am currently conducting
a research on your organization.
I am attempting to ascertain the information about how factors within the work
environment (supervisor’s support and transfer climate) influences training transfer
coupled with determining whether your organization is considered an organization that
promotes continuous learning.
You were selected because you have certain things in common that are of
particular interest to me. Each of you are employed within the organization and have
attended either a constables initial, corporal’s initial or sergeant initial training course at
the training college
During this session, we will be discussing work environment factors influence on
training transfer and the organization promotion of continuous learning. Please be
advised that there is no right or wrong answers to any of the questions only differing
point of views. However, please feel free to share anyway. It is also ok to have
conversations with each other. I am not here to judge your comments but to merely listen
and manage the time. I expect this session to last for ninety minutes.
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This session will be a recorded session to ensure that I do not miss any of the
important points that you have to make. However, names will not be disclosed in the
report which will be written on completion of the session. If you will like a copy of the
report, at the end of the session, please leave your contact information and I will forward
a copy to you.
At the left of the room there are some refreshments which you can feel free to eat
at any time. I have some tents in the front of you with you’re a number on it. This is to
assist me with providing an alias for you and to assist with anonymity. Please be advised
that we are on a first name basis. Let us begin this session by telling the group your name
and something fun about yourself and how many courses you attended at the training
college.
I will like to thank each of you for participating in this focus group. I will assure
you that the responses received this focus group will be confidential.
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Appendix D
Dimensions of Learning Organization Instrument

Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ)
A learning organization is one that learns continuously and transforms itself. Learning is a
continuous, strategically used process – integrated with and running parallel to work. In the
past decade, organizations have experienced wave after wave of rapid transformation as global
markets and external political and economic changes make it impossible for any business or
service – whether private, public or nonprofit – to cling to past ways of doing work, A learning
organization arises from the total change strategies that institutions of all types are using to help
navigate these challenges. Learning organizations proactively use learning in an integrated way
to support and catalyze growth for individuals, teams and other groups, entire organizations,
and (at times) the institutions and communities with which they are linked.
In this questionnaire, you are asked to think about how your organization supports and uses
learning at an individual, team, and organizational level. From this data, you and your
organization will be able to identify the strengths you can continue to build on the areas of
greatest strategic leverage for development toward becoming a learning organization.
Please respond to each of the following items. For each item, determine the degree to which
this is something that is or is not true of your organization. If the items refer to a practice that
rarely or never occurs, score it a one (1). If it is almost always true of your department or work
group, score the item as six (6). Fill in your responses by marking the appropriate number on
the answer sheet provided.
Example: In this example, if you believe that leaders often look for opportunities to learn, you
might score this as a four (4) by circling a 4 on the answer sheet provided. There is no right or
wrong answers. We are interested in your perception of where things are at this time.

EXAMPLE QUESTION:
In my organization, leaders continually look
for opportunities to learn.

Almost
Never

1

Almost
Always

2

3

44

5

6
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Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ-A)
QUESTIONS

RATING SCALE

Individual level
1. In my organization, people help each
other learn.

Almost
Never

2. In my organization, people are given
time to support learning (i.e. time to

Almost
Never

attend training both on and off the
job)

1
1

3. In my organization, people are
rewarded for learning.

Almost
Never

4. In my organization, people are given
open and honest feedback to each
other.
5. In my organization, whenever people
state their view, they also ask what
others think.
6. In my organization, people spend time
building trust with each other.

Almost
Never

Team or Group Level
7. In my organization, teams/groups have
the freedom to adapt their goals as
needed.
8. In my organization, teams/groups
revise their thinking as a result of group
discussions or information collected

1
1

Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6

(i.e. organizational policies and
procedures)
9. In my organization, teams/groups are
confident that the organization will act
on their recommendations.
Organizational Level
10. My organization creates systems to
measure gaps between current and
expected performance.
11. My organization makes its lessons
learned available to all employees.

Almost
Never

12. My organization measures the results

Almost

1

Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

6

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
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of the time and resources spent on
training.
13. My organization recognizes people for
taking initiative.
14. My organization gives people control
over the resources they need to
accomplish their work.
15. My organization supports employees
who take calculated risks (i.e. use

initiative)

Never

Always

1

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

16. My organization encourages people to
think from a global perspective.

Almost
Never

17. My organization works together with
the outside community to meet mutual
needs.
18. My organization encourages people to
get answers from across the
organization when solving problems.
19. In my organization, leaders mentor and
coach those they lead.

Almost
Never

20. In my organization, leaders continually
look for opportunities to learn.

Almost
Never

21. In my organization, leaders ensure that
the organization’s actions are
consistent with its values.

Almost
Never

1
1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

1
1

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

Almost
Never

1

6
Almost
Always

Almost
Never

1

6

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
Almost
Always

2

3

4

5

6
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Demographic Sheet
For each question, please put an “X” next to the correct answer.
How long have you been a member of the Royal Bahamas Police Force?
Under five years:___
11 to 15 years:____
21 to 25 years____

6 to 10 years:_____
16 to 20 years____
26 years and over ____

Gender: Female:___ Male:____
Age:
Under 20: ___
31 – 40: ____
51 – 60 ___

21-30:___
41-50:____

Current Rank:
Recruit ____
Corporal _____
Inspector _____
Assistant Superintendent _____
Chief Superintendent _____
Policy Team (Assistant Commissioners and above) ____

Constable ____
Sergeant ____
Chief Inspector _____
Superintendent _____

Current job task: Please select all that apply
Station Duties:_____
Detective:______
Administration: _____
Clerical: ______
Technical _______
Family Island_____
Other:________________________

Patrol Officer: ______
Instructor:______
Maintenance: ______
Investigations:_______
Fireman_____

Highest Educational Level Obtained:
High School Diploma _____
Bachelor’s Degree _____
Doctoral Degree ______

Associates Degree_____
Master’s Degree _____
Other__________________
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Focus Group Demographic Sheet
For each question, please put an “X” next to the correct answer.
How long have you been a member of the Royal Bahamas Police Force?
Under five years:___
11 to 15 years:____
21 to 25 years____

6 to 10 years:_____
16 to 20 years____
26 years and over ____

Gender: Female:___ Male:____
Age:
Under 20: ___
31 – 40: ____
51 – 60 ___

21-30:___
41-50:____

Current Rank:
Recruit ____
Corporal _____
Inspector _____
Assistant Superintendent _____
Chief Superintendent _____
EMT (Assistant Commissioners and above) ____

Constable ____
Sergeant ____
Chief Inspector _____
Superintendent _____

Current job task: Please select all that apply
Station Duties:_____
Detective:______
Administration: _____
Clerical: ______
Technical _______
Family Island_____

Patrol Officer: ______
Instructor:______
Maintenance: ______
Investigations:_______
Fireman_____
Other:______

Highest Educational Level Obtained:
High School Diploma _____
Bachelor’s Degree _____
Doctoral Degree ______

Associates Degree_____
Master’s Degree _____
Other__________________
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Appendix F
IRB Minimal Risk for Survey

Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study

IRB Study # _______________

Researchers at the University of South Florida (USF) study many topics. To do this, we
need the help of people who agree to take part in a research study. This form tells you
about this research study.
We are asking you to take part in a research study that is called: An Examination of Work
Environment Influence on Training Transfer.
The person who is in charge of this research study is Yvonne Hunter-Johnson. This
person is called the Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be
involved and can act on behalf of the person in charge.
The person explaining the research to you may be someone other than the Principal
Investigator.
Other research personnel who you may be involved with include: Dr. Waynne James.
The research will be done at The College of Education.
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Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is to examine the work environment influence on training
transfer.
Study Procedures


If you take part in this study, you will be asked to



Take a questionnaire and or participate in a focus group to assist us in the
research of an examination of work environment influence on training transfer.
We are not asking you for your name on the survey or your signature on this form
to ensure your anonymity as a participant in this evaluation.

Alternatives
You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this research study.
Benefits
The potential benefits to you are: Improvement in law enforcement training process
regarding training transfer and to minimize work environment factors as impediments to
training transfer.
Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with
this study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks
to those who take part in this study.
Compensation
We will not pay you for the time you volunteer while being in this study.
Confidentiality
We must keep your study records as confidential as possible. All information collected
from the surveys will be kept as confidential as possible. There will be absolutely no
names or signatures identifying the participants of the study which will ensure
confidentiality.
However, certain people may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks
at your records must keep them completely confidential The only people who will be
allowed to see these records are:


The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator,
research nurses, and all other research staff.



Certain government and university people who need to know more about the
study. For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to
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look at your records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the
right way. They also need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and
your safety.) These include:
o The University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the
staff that work for the IRB. Other individuals who work for USF that
provide other kinds of oversight may also need to look at your records.
o The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know
your name. We will not publish anything else that will let people know who you are.
Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that
there is any pressure to take part in the study, to please the investigator or the research
staff. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time. There will be
no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this
study. Your decision to participate or not to participate will not affect your student status
or job status.
Questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Yvonne HunterJohnson at xxx-xxx-xxxx. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this
study, general questions, or have complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with
someone outside the research, call the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of
the University of South Florida at xxx-xxx-xxxx. If you experience an unanticipated
problem related to the research call Yvonne Hunter-Johnson at xxx-xxx-xxxx.
Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
It is up to you to decide whether you want to take part in this study. We will not require a
signature on this form to ensure your anonymity. This consent form is being provided to
ensure you have been informed of the purpose of the study. By removing this sheet from
the questionnaire you are indicating you have read this and agree to take part in our
research. Thank you for your time!
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